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TilE PRESIDENT'S SCHEDULE 

Weqnesday- September 27, 1978 .. 

Dr. Zbi9niew Brzezins'ki The Oval Office. 

Mr;. Frank Moore The oval Office. 

Mr. William Farris, Democratic Congressional 
Candidate, 39th-District, Calif. (Mr. Frank 

Moore) The Oval Office. 

Godfrey Sperling Breakfast Group. (Mr, Jerry 
Rafshoon) - The State !lining Room. 

Congressman Phillip Burton. (Mr. Frank Moore). 
The Oval Office. 

Meeting with Congressional Group to Discuss 
Public Works-Appropriations Bill. (Mr. Frank 

Moore) The Cabinet Room. 

Mr. Jody Powell The Oval Office. 
Mr. Charles Schultze - The Oval Office. 

Senator Bennett Johnson, Jr. (Nr .- Frank Moore) • 
The Oval Office. 

Mr. Paul "'Robbie" Robinson. (l-1r. Frank Moore). 
The Oval Office. 

Drop-By Reception for Presidents of the U.S. 
Jaycees. (Nrs. Anne l~exler) - Nhi te House 

-Family Theater. 

Depart South Grounds vi a r-totorcade ·en route 
Washington Hilton Ho.tel. 

Democratic National Committee Fundraiser (Black Tie) •. 
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SUMMARY OF THE ADMINISTRATIONS'S CONCERNS ABOUT 
H.R. 12928, THE ENrERGY AND WATER 

DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATION ACT 

Summary 

o A realistic calculation of the total water project 
spending commitment of this bill is $1.8 billion 
more than the President's Budget. 

o The bill us:es funding procedures which dis:guise true 
co·sts. 

o The bill would require enlarging the Federal bureau­
cracy by more than 2,300 new full-time employees. 

o Most of the funding increases are in unsound water 
proje.cts or water proje:cts for which planning is not 
sufficiently far along to make a funding commitment. 

o The President supports most of the items in the bill, 
including: 

energy ·research and development fundi.ng (the 
program level for the breeder reactor has 
properly been left for resolution in the 
authorizing le·gislation); 

$2r5 billion for water projects with total 
costs of more than $35 billion, including 26 
new water project starts which will cost 
$640 million. 

o The Adm.inistration is concerned about the adverse 
impact of this bill on: 

the Budget 

efficient government mar:tagement 

a sound water resources development program 

inflatio.n 
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Specific Points 

• .The bill restores funding for six water projects 
halted last.year in a compromise between the Cong­
ress and the Administration. 

These unsound projects would cost more than 
$ s.so million to complete. 

Three are funded for "s·tudy" just to keep them 
alive. No furthe·r study is needed to determine 
they are unjustified investments. 

Three are funded for construction~ 

All six projects have been exhaustively 
reviewed. 

The majority of one project's water supply bene­
fits would go to one catfish farm and several 
"potential" catfish farms. 

One project would serve about 69 farm families 
at an investment of more than $1 million each. 

One projebt's major benefit is flatwater recre­
a·tion yet within 50' miles there are three 
completed Federal reservoirs and two under 
construction. 

• Tl1e bill funds excess new wat·er project construction 
starts: 

'The President proposed 26 new construction 
starts costing·a total of $640 million. 

After extensive study and review of agency pro­
cedures, the President's water policy emphasized 
the need for consistent criteria to assure that 
sound projects· are funded. The 26 new starts 
were selec·ted on the basis of economic soundness, 
readines:s· for construction, environmental 
quality, public benefit and budget limitations. 
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The bill funds 27 additional new construction 
start·s costing a total of almost $1.2 billion, 
making a total of 53 new projects costing mor~ 
than $1.8 billion. 

Many of the 27 added projects have not been 
fully planned, are excessively expensive, are 
not economically sound~ cause unnecessary 
envi.ronmental dama.ge or are very low priority 
investments·. 

One project is not authorized at all and 11 of 
the 27 have not met pre-construction legal or 
contractual requirem~nts, including one project 
where an .agreement with Canada is necessary. · 

Five of the 27 projects are recreational .boat 
harbors. 

Ten have low economic returns a:nd nine have 
significant environmental problems. 

Experience has shown that projects commenced 
without resolving major problems frequently lead 
to costly delays, litigat.ion and controversy. 

Preside.nt Carter is the first President to pro­
pose new starts in four years. 

o The bill mandates hiri.ng 2,300 additional Federal 
employees in excess of agency needs. 

This is a 6% increase,in personnel for the Corps 
of Engineers and a 6% increase for the Bureau 
of Reclamati·on (full-time permanent employees). 

Hiring o·f unneeded personnel is expensive (over 
$50 million per year for 2,300 new employees) 
and permanently increases the size.of the 
bureaucracy. 

o The bil.l. a.bol ishes the Water Resources Council by 
deleting all funding ( $1. 3 mill! on) • 

WRC is made up of all the agencies with water 
programs and is thus better suited than any 
single agency to coordinate water programs. 
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WRC has been given important new assignments 
to help implement the President's water policy, 
including the development of consistent wa.ter 
project planning requirements, reviewing 
project planning to facilitate selection of 
new projects and implementing grant programs 
for State water planning and conservation. 

WRC is a vital link with States, funding State 
water planning programs. 

A small investment in coordination can save 
much more by making the government's water pro­
grams more ·efficient and consistent. 

• The bill rejects the full funding approach for new 
water projects, disguising their true total cost. 

New construction starts are begun -- inextri­
cably committing the Federal government to 
project completion on the basis of funding for 
only one year. 

The President proposed appropriations of 
$640 mi~lion to fully pay for 26 new water 
project starts. 

This bill adds 27 more new piroj ects with a cos.t 
to complete of almost $1. 2 billion. 

But this bill provides only the first year's 
funding for all 53 projects -- appropriating 
only $103 million. While the' bill provides 
less funding this year than requested by the 
President, it actually triples the government's 
financ:ial obligation. 

Full funding gives more certainty that projects 
will proceed on optimum schedule, s'ince their 
full costs are considered at the outset. 

• The Department of· Energy portion of the bill i·s 
generally consistent with the President's Budg,et. 

In particular, the issue of the breeder reactor 
.program level is properly left to resolution in 
the DOE authorization bill. 



COMPONENTS OF ENERGY AND 
WATER DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

The bill appropriates .a total of about $10 billion in 
FY1979 Budget authority for energy, water resource 
development, and other related purposes. 

It supplies funds for resear:ch and development programs 
of the Department of Energy: water resource and related 
programs of the Department of Ar:my's Corps of Engineers 

and the Interior Department's Bureau of Reclamation; and 
funding for the Appalachian Regional Commission.' s 
Appalachian Regional Development Programs, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
the Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Commissions; 
and it normally would provide funds f.or the Water 
Resourc.es Council' out in this year Is bill these funds 
are deleted. 

Agency appropriations contained in the bill: 

1. Department of Energy 

{including solar, nuclear, geother:mal 
and other research and development) 

2. Army Corps of Engineers 

{civil works water resource develop­
ment) 

3. Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation 

{water resource development) 

4. Independent Agencies 

TOTAL 

$ in Billions 

6.1 

2.6 

0.6 

0.8 

10.1 



ESTIMATED AGENCY SHARES OF TOTAL 

Department of 
Energy 60% 

---+---N,uclear Regulatory 
Commission 

Appalachian Regional· 
Commission 

Tennessee Valley 
Authority, 

Susquehanna River 
Bureau of Reclamation Basin Commission 

Delaware River Basin 
Commission 



THE IMPORTANCE OF FULL FUNDING 

Traditionally, water construction projects have been funded 
on a year-by-year basis, in contrast to normal funding 
procedures, such as for the construction of prisons, hospitals 
and Federal office buildin,gs and for weapons procurement, 
where the actual amount neces,sary to complete the project 
is appropriated at the outset. Congress appropriates for 
water projects each year the funds necessary to complete 
only that year's work. Such a procedure permits an increase. 
in the riumber of projects each year without significantly 
increasing the appropriations for the immediate year. As 
a res·ul t many projects are be.gun without ar·ousing public 
indignation over unneces·sary spending. However, the overall 
spending commitment .gl;"ows dramatically. 

In this bill, the President has requested 26 new. construction 
starts on a full funding basis, including projected inflation; 
that is, their actual cost to complete is included in his 
Budget. Thi.s approach provides a clear unders·tanding of 
the to·tal effect of budget proposals and complete disclosure 
of the spending commitments made by the government. It 
increases efficiency by allowing projects to be completed 
on an optimum schedule. Full funding by insuring that full 
project costs are consid'ere<;t in making the decision to 
begin construction, also provides more certainty that these 
commitments will fall withi.n future budge·t limitations. 

Using full funding, the actual spending commi tm·ent for new 
water projects in H.R. 12928 is shown to be much larger 
than the President's Budget, as follows: 

President's 26 
projects 

53 projects in 
H.R. 12928 

Full Estimated Cost 
(millions) 

$ 640.4 

1,820.0 

FY79 Appropriations 
Reques'ted 
(millions 

640.4 

103.6 

·One project, for example is funded as a construction start 
in FY 79 at $500,000 when the full estimated cost of com-

. pletion is $412 million (Animas-LaPlata Project, Colorado). 
Partial funding allows these major spending commitments 
to creep up on the American taxpayer. 
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Dollars 
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New Water Project Constru~tion Starts 
LOng Term Cost and Number of Projects Reconunended 

by the President Compared with Those in the Public Works Bill 

President Requested 
Full Appropriation 

for Titese New 
Committments 

1977 Cost of Projects 
$535 Million 

ll[ipropriadons Bi 11 
Makes These Committments 

. 
$1,820 Million - 53 Projects 

1977 cost of Projects 
$1,420 Million 

Appropriations Bi 11 
Contains Down Payments 
Only for $1,820 Million 

i~ Conunittl!len_ts 

$104 Millioi1 53 Projects 

0 II -

itppropriatcd for 
new construction 
starts in Bill 



MANDATED PERSONNEL INCREASE 

One of President Carter's major campaign themes was 
his commitment to an efficient government. Achievement 
of government efficiency requires sound management of the 
Federal workforce. The President is committed to holding 
down the growth of the Fed.eral bureaucracy as part of the 
overall effort to make government better, but not to make 
it grow bigger. -

However, this appropriation bill would require the 
U.S.· Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama­
tion to hire an additional 2,300 full-time- Federal 
employee-s, regardless of need. Salary and benefits 
average about $25,000 annually for each full-time 
employee, so that this addition would result in costs 
of $57.5 million per year. Th.is increase is simply not 
justifiable. 

Ironically, the bill also w.ould abolish the inter­
agency Wate~ Resource Council (WRC) on the basis that 
this would help the· President's goal of eliminating 
"duplication and overlap among executive agencies." 
This action would mean a loss· of 48 WRC personnel .who, 
with a minimum of bureaucracy, can coordinate the many 
water-related functions in government and save money by 
insuring consistency and lack of duplication. 

Even where there are expanded responsibilities to 
carry out, adding permanent staff to the Federal payroll 
is often not the best way to perfor.m needed functions. 
Both the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
traditionally contract out for substantial construction 
and engineering services, while retaining overall 
management. This helps contribute. to a heal thy private 
sector and to maintain Federal flexibility to adjust 
resources. Permanent full-time Federal staff as·signed 
for such duties do not leave the payroll at the conc.J:.u­
s.ion of a Pl"Oject. They are permanent additions to the 
bureaucracy. 



I 
I 

• -!"- .... , . 

THE tMPORTANCE OF THE WAT~R RESOURCES COUNCIL (WRC) 

The appropriations bill deleted $1.3 million for operation 
or the Water Resources Council - an interagency group made up 
of eight major agencies and chaired by the Interior Department. 
A.bolishing WRC would be false economy. It would: 

o Eliminate the best existing body in the Federal 
Government for coordinating the efforts of 25 
Federal agencies that annually expend about 
$10 billion in a variety of programs ranging from 
reservoir construction to flood insurance and 
wetlands protection. WRC helps reduce costly 
duplication and inconsistencies. 

o Remove the coordinating link between State and 
Federal water resources management efforts. The 
States have primary responsibility for the manage­
ment, development, and regulation of their water 
resources. \-li thout a Water Resources Council the 
States would have to work entirely on an individual 
basis with eight separate agencies. 

o Eliminate only 48 staff positions. At the same 
time this bill adds 23'00 positions in the Corps 
of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. 

The President has given WRC major new responsibilities 
t~ implement important water policy initiatives: 

o Preparing a manual of procedures for implementing 
the Principles and Standards for Evaluation of 
Water and Re.la.ted Land Resources to insure that 
the major water resource development agencies use 
consistent and correct procedures in planning and 
evaluating water resource projects. This wi.ll 
fa.cilitate the selection of priority projects for 
construction by permitting valid comparisons among 
proposed projects. 

o Reviewing all water resources projects proposed 
for authorization or funding to assure consistent 
application of planning requirements. This 
review function will be free from the inherent OMB 
bias against budgetary increases and each agency's 
bias to promote its own projects. 
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o Implementing two $25 million grant programs for 
assisting the States in water resourc·e•s management 
and conservation. 

Si::1ce 1902, Presidential commissions and Congressional 
Committees have agreed on the need for wate~ program coordina­
tion within the Executive Branch. Many have critic.ized the 
existing Council and its predecessors for not providing enough 
coordination. The P':"esident has assigned new responsibilities 
to the Council to improve its e.ffectiveness and the e.ffective­
ness of a11 of the govenrment's water programs~ rather than 
abolishing it and leaving nothing in its place. Short of 
m~jor reorganization initiatives, the WRC is a vital link 
in the Federal government's water programs. 
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INFLATION 

Inflation is the most serious problem facing our 
nation· today. The government has an obligation to attack 
this problem vigorously - through rest_raint in its own 
actions that can add to inflation, and through policies 
that maintain tight control over the budget in order to 
assure that. excessive Federal de.ficits do not become a 
source of inflationary pressures. 

Government cannot solve the inflation problem alone, 
of course. Businesses and workers must join in a coopera­
tive effort to reduce the rate of price and wage increase. 
But government must show the way through restraint in its 
own activities. 

The recent experience with inflation in this country 
underscores the nature of the inflation problem we face. 
The forces that iRitiate an increase in the rate of 
inflation fall into two broad categories: 

o First, inflation can arise from excess aggregate 
demand. When unemployment and unused plant capacity 
are large, fairly rapid increases in the demand for 
goods and services (on the part of consumers, 
businessmen, and governments) res·ul t mainly in 
putting idle labor and capital resources back to 
work. But once the nation is producing. at its 
"potential," further large increases in demand give 
rise to inflationary pressures. Labor markets are 
tight, and the attempt by business firms to continue 
large-scale hiring leads to accelerated wage increases. 
Strains on industrial capacity add to costs, which 
can easily be passed on. Shortages develop. With 
the demand for goods and services outrunning productive 
capacity, business firms find they can raise prices 
to increase their profit marg.ins, without fear that 
competitors with capacity to spare will undercut 
them. Excess demand became the major· factor under­
lying a sharp increase in the rate.of inflation 
from 1965 through 1969, when the economy was operating 
continuously with real output above the n3tion's 
productive potential while the government was 
pursuing an expansive economic policy. 

·······•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••u•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••Ho•uo•••••••••••u•••••••••••••••••••~~~·~••••••~-:-•_'::":_~::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::·::-··--·-:~••••••••--:-:-;:--•·-~; 
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o Second, supply shocks, such as food shortages or an 
OPEC oil price boost, may also increase costs and 
prices and give rise to an acceleration of inflation. 
The impact of supply shocks on the inflation rate 
will be greatest in periods of high employment, when 
it is easier for busines·s firms to pass on the higher 
costs and for labor to raise wages in order to keep 
up with the cost of living. But supply shocks will 
tend to push up prices even in periods of substantial 
economic s.lack. Althoug.h excess demand ce.ntributed 
to this nation's inflation problem from 1973 to 
1974, shocks such as these were the major sources of 
the serious acceleration of inflation during that 
period. Similarly, harsh winter weather and other 
factors have contributed to massive food price increases 
in each of the past two years. Food price hikes have 
been the primary cause for the very·high rates of 
inflation recently. 

Whatever tne source of an inflationary problem, removal 
of the initiating forces of inflation does not, unfortunately, 
mean that inflation comes to an end. Once underway, an 
inflationary process becomes deeply embedded in the structure 
of wage, cost and price increases, and develops a momentum 
of its own. Unwinding from a prolonged inflation is extremely 
difficult. 

If we are to reduce the rate of inflation, therefore, we 
must recognize several important facts about the nature of 
the problem we face. 

First, an acceleration of inflation can stem from 
factors other than excess demand. Recent history teaches us 
that we must take whatever steps are possible to ensure 
ourselves against future shocks that could cause a new round 
of price increases, and to reduce the direct inflationary 
consequences of government actions. 

Second, once excess demands on the ecopomy or sharp 
increases in food, oil or raw materials prices get an inflation 
going, the resulting momentum of wage-pr.ice increases will 
be very hard to stop unless business and labor cooperate fully 
in voluntary e.fforts to slow the rise of prices and wages. 

Finally, ·and critically, Federal fiscal and monetary 
policies must support economic growth and continued progress 
against unemployment in a prudent manner. We must avoid 
budgetary policies that place excessive demands on the 
economy that can underwrite a new acceleration of inflation as 
the economy approaches high employment. 
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We must steadily reduce the Federal deficit as the 
economy gains strength. We must pare wasteful and inefficient 
programs from the Federal budget in order to make room 
for more important priorities within a tight overall spending 
program. '!'his is the government's contribution to the 
anti-inflation effort, and the President is fully committed 
to this task. 



I -

JOBS AND WATER PROJECTS 

1. Water projects are capital-intensive, not labor­
intensive. 

In the Corps of Engineers, 51 jobs {correspond­
ing to 41 person-years) are crea.ted per $1 mil-
lion spent. · 

In the Bureau of Reclamation, 47 jobs (corres­
ponding to 37 person-years) are created per 
$~ million spent. 

Most other Federal prog,rams produce, many more 
j,obs for the same amount of money. Examples 
(estimated number of j,obs per $1 million) : 

NASA Space Shuttle 57 
Water Utility Projects 60 
Federal Highway Program 57 
Local Transit Projects (Subway, etc.) 45 
Manpower Programs - CETA 136 
DOD Military 74 

2. New starts not budgeted by the, President historically 
do not create as many j1obs in the short term as 
projects proposed in the President's Budget. This is 
largely because many unbudgeted new starts are not . 
really ready to get underway and will suffer from 
delays while problems. are worked out. · 

This year's budgeted new starts are projected to 
expend 8 percent of the tota,l funds in the first 
year in the Corps program; 14 percent in the 
Bureau. 

This year's unbudgeted new starts are proj·ected 
to expend only about 4 percent in the Corps and 
2 percent in the Bureau in the first year. 

Thus, water projects, particularly questionable 
projects, are not good near-term job producers. 
For example, the new Corps of Engineers starts 
added in H. R. 12928, which would c'ommit 
$446 million in excess of the Presiden.t Is 
Budget, would produce only an estimated 2,444 
person-years of employment, in the next two 
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fiscal years. This compares to the 5,307 which 
would be generated by the Corps of Engineers 
new starts proposed by the President, which 
commit a total of $520 million. 

3. New starts selected to meet criteria of readiness and 
environmental and economic soundness are likely to 
be subject to more certainty and fewer starts and 
stops due. to litigation, controversy, delays. The 
President has proposed 26 new starts (he is the first 
President to propose any in four years). They are 
sound projects which have met all applicable require­
ments. The bill funds these 26, plus 27 more, many 
of which have legal, procedural and substantive 
deficiencies. · 

4. Pacing new starts each year is better for the construc­
tion workforce than an uneven flow of projects .. The 
President is likely to propose additional new starts 
next year if only a reasonable number are started this 
year. Exces·sive new starts in one year may lead· to 
few or none in a subsequent year. 

5. None of the water project-s opposed by the President 
are currently under construction, thus there would be 
no lay-offs if the projects are not funded this year. 
The appropriation bill includes funding for 27 new 
starts to which the Administration is opposed. It 
also includes funding for six unsound proj'ects termi­
nated in a compromise with the President last year. 
Construction is not underway on any of the 33 proj,ects 
opposed by the Administration. 

6. Ful,l funding of water, projects also lend'S predicta­
b~l~ ty to construct~on schedul~ng. 'l'he Pres~dent has 
proposed that the full cos·t of the 26 new projects 
be included in the FY1979 bill. This means that the 
total cost,, including inflation, is taken into 
account in the beginning. Proj.ects can then proceed 
on an optimum schedule. However, the water projrect 
appropriation bill typically "shoe-horns" more 
projects into the Budget each year, with only small 
amounts of funding for each. Overall budget pressures 
cause stretching of construction schedules and each 
year there are debates on whether and at what pace 
ongoing projects should proceed. This year's bill 
initiates 53 projects costing $1.8 billion, but appro­
priates only $104 million. 



QUESTION: 

What is wrong with the appropriation bill from the 
Administration point of view? 

ANSWER: 

In s·ummary, the bill does the followi.ng: 

o Funds initia~ion of over 50 new water 
project c.onstruction starts tripling 
the long-term funding commitment of 
those recommended by the President 
and commencing proje.cts of questionable 
merit or not fully planned. 

o Resumes construction or planning on 
6 projects previously termi.nated 
because they are unsound investments 

o Aboli.shes the Water Resources Council, 
the entity responsible for coordinating 
water p·rograms • 

o Mandates federal personnel level increases 
of more than 2300. 



QUESTION: 

Why does the President oppose the hiring of the additional 
personnel mandated for these agencies in the bill? Isn't 
it cheaper and more efficient to use Federal employees than 
contractors? 

ANSWER: 

The Office. of Federal Procurement Policy within the Office 
of Management and Budget has established a set of very 
detailed procedures to be used by Federal agencies in 
determining whether or not to contract for a service as 
opposed to doing it with Federal Pe·rsonnel. Federal 
employees cannot easily be terminated when projects are 
completed or agency needs· change. The Corps and the Bureau 
of Reclamation have traditionally used contractors for their 
construction work and a mixture of contract and Federal 
workers for engineering and design and maintenance. The 
effect of the action by the Congress would be to force these_ 
agencies to ignore these procedures and to add additional 
Federal personnel to their work forces irrespective of the 
relative costs or efficiencies of doing so. Since these 
people would not be used on the. actual construction of projects, 
~his would do little more than alter the mix of contractors 
versus Fede·ral personnel in non-construction areas and mi,ght 
well increase the cost of carrying out the Corps and Bureau 
programs. It would certainly cause unnecessary, major and 
permanent additions to the Federal workfor.ce. The private 
sector includes construction and architect engineer concerns 
that have perfQrmed services for water and other construction 
agencies quite efficiently in the past, and they are availa.ble 
to provide such services now. 



QUESTION 

What does full-funding mean and what is its significance? 

ANSWER: 

Water projects have traditionally been funded incrementally 
by the Congres,s. In other words, each year sufficient funds 
were appropriated to the agency to continue wor·k on the project 
for that year. Because project construction be,gins at a low 
level and only reaches its peak after se,veral years, it was 
possible to initiate construction on a $100 million project 
with only a small down payment of $1-2 million. This created 
a false impression of the actual cost of the project. Almost 
every other government program is funded by appropriating the 
true full costs of projects. The President this year proposed 
full funding of wat,er project new construction starts. He re­
quested the full amount each project was expected to cost to 
const·ruct including inflation. This put the full financial 
commitment to ea,ch proj:ec,t right out i.n the open. However, 
not only does the Water Development Appropriation add sub­
stantially to the number of projects, but it continues the old 
practice of incremental funding. The bill gives the impression of 
reducing the budget bel·OW the President's reques.t, while actually 
tripling the long-term commitment. 



QUESTION: 

How does full funding of water projects tie in with zero-based 
bud,ge·t i ng? 

ANSWER: 

Full funding of new construction starts is·certainly not 
inconsistent with the theory or practice of ZBB. Incrementally 
funding projec!ts as the Wat·er Development Appropraition does -­
putting a token dow·n payment-- is inconsistent with ZBB. The ZBB 
process at every level emphasizes the determination of clear 
objectives, and the clear and proper pricing of decision 
pac·kages -- all of these necessary determinations are obscured 
by the downpayment approach to budgeting. 



QUESTION: 

If the Pre$ident vetoes the water project funding bi~lr 
won't it b<e a continuation of the "war on the West?" 

ANSWER: 

There never was a "war on.the West." The President supports 
the vast majority of water pr6jects in the West~ including 
such large projects as the Central Arizona Project, the 
Bonneville Unit·of the Central Utah Project, Dal.las and 
Dolores in Colorado and many others. It is interesting to 
note that the President's budget supports construction on 
projects worth more than $35 billion -- about 50% of this 
construction is in the West. The President also supports 
new water project starts in every region. The Presidertt's 
water policy issued in June also re.flects concern and 
sensi ti vi ty to the special wa.ter problems of the W·est. 



Editorial C:riticism of Public Works Legislation 

"Help put a stop to this entire wasteful process. Carter 
probably will veto this bill. Support him in that course 
of action. Make this the first time in history that a 
public works bill has ever been successfully vetoed. Put. 
your ·Congressman and Sena.tors on not1ce that if they vote 
to override the veto, they do so at serious risk to their 
political lives." 

THE IDAHO STATESMAN, Sept. 11, 1978 

"The porkbarrel richly deserves to be vetoed and not only 
because it is loaded with boondoggles that flunk even the 
lowest cost/benefit rat ion s·tandards. It would commit the 
government to fl:lture-year spending that would make a shambles 
of future budgets." 

THE BALTIMORE SUN,·Sept. 19, 1978 

"'Most O·f the projects are in the West. And it i.s often said 
that easterners just don't understand the region's water problems. 
Maybe so. But certainly the whole country understands the need 
now for rudimentary efficiency in government. Except ap,parently 
the members of ·Congres.s. They are clearly posing a direct 
challenge to the President's desire to set national policy. 
He should meet it." 

THE BOSTON GLOBE, Sept. 4, 1978 

"The clear intent of Congress is· to throw down the gauntlet 
to President Carter, challenging him on who will decide how 
much federal money is spent where and on what water projects. 
If Mr. Carter really wants to show the country a new image of 
decisiveness and stre.ngth, he wi.ll veto th.is monstrous pork 
ba·rrel, and he will be as noisy about it as its' authors have 
bee:n quiet and furtive." 

THE PROVIDENCE JOURNAL, Sept. 3, 1978 

"No federal spe:nding measure passed this year is more outrageous 
and indefensible than the public works bill soon to hit the 
President's desk. Mr. Carter has virtually promised to veto it. 
That will give him an A-plus for courage and responsibility, 
and give Congress a last chance to muster what statesmanship 
it can and sustain his veto." 

THE DETROIT FREE PRESS, Sept. 10, 1978 
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"So we hope Mr. Carter does veto this bill. It is wasteful. 
It is, as \'le said, a raw showing of poll tical arrogance on the 
part of Congress. We als·o hope that, when the, time comes, you 
will tell your representatives in Washington that it is a bad 
piece of legislation-- and that President ·Carter's veto should 
stick." 

THE PHILADELPHIA EVENING BULLETIN, 
Sept. 11, 1978 



., . 

DRAFT PRESS RELEASE ON WATER PROJECTS 

President Carter should veto the water projects bill 

(HB 12928) because it is fiscally irresponsible, Congress-

man said today. 

"This is no time for Congress to send the President a 

'wish list • which w.i.ll cost taxpayers •$1. 8 billion more 

than the President's program and to expect anything but 

a veto," he said. 

The bill Congress has approved would: 

-Increase to 53 the new s·tarts for water projects. 

The President asked for 26 new starts, at a total cost for 

completion of $640 million. The 2'7 additional projects 

over the President's recommendation will cost $1.2 billion 

more. 

-Restore funding for six water projects halted last 

year in a compromise between the Congress and the Administr­

tion. These would cost $580 million to complete. 

-Require the President to hire 2,300 additional 

employees for the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of 

Engineers. 

-Continue the tradition of only funding the projects 

on a year-by-year basis. 

"I don't think the President can manage the government 

more 
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efficently if Congress makes him hire personnel he thinks 

he doesn't need. On top of that those 2,300 will cost 

taxpayers $57 million a year." said .• -------

He also was displeased that Congress did not agree with 

the President's recommendation to start allocating all 

the money for a water project at the start .. 

11We do this with most every other thing Congress approves 

spending money on. But, for some reason, on water projects 

we only make 'down payments•. So we approve $500,000 one 

year to start a project and never focus on the fact that 

project will cost $412 million to complete.'·' he said. The 

bill funds 53 new projects costing $1.8 billion with a 

down-payment of only $104 million. "That's why some say 

that this bill comes in under the President's Budget," 

said. ---------------

said most of the projects added to the bill ---------------
either are economically unsound, or it is too early in the 

planning process to know if they make sense to build. 

"President Carter is the first President in four years to 

propose any new starts for water projects. I think we can 

af.ford to proceed responsibly in this area. 

more 
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"Congress did a good job on the energy section of the 

bill. I hope the President vetoes the bill quickly so 

we can straighten out the water projects and get that 

money to work in energy research and sound water development." 

said. 
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When a .congressional subcommittee 
passed the. usual vublic works appropri­
ation bill earlier this year, it recommend­
ed changing the title to "energy and water 
development"-the better to · rtiflcct the 
bill's <:ontent. Senator John Stermis (0-
Miss.) objected that the name .. · ~·pul?Jic 
work1( has uprestigc., and connotes •:pro­
grc.;;~." As far as we're concerned, it still 
connotes "pork ~{\rr·cl." . . 

No rriuttcr what y()u call it, the $10bil~ 
lion bill is ns larded as its predecessors. It 
contnins fundilig for. six water projects 
Pres'idcnt Carter thought Congress had 
agreed to stop last year-plus extra rnon· 
cy to start work on several new dams and 
other .Pi'ojecls. The House:has passed the 
conference report und Senate a~tion is ex­
pected tlt any. moment. 'l'he .admit1istra­
tion is already trying to line up the votes 
lo sust1,1in a possible presidential veto. · 
I Curler has dropped plenty of hii1ts 

thU:t he wants to veto the 1 bill, and we 
hope he'll follow through. N9t only does it 
provide funding· for Q nur~bcr Qf highJy 
dubious and expensive undertakings, but 

·. :\.'/ .. ·.\1( '·-JJ~~:-i") 
. i 

it pays scant attention to the writer policy 
the administration announced last sum­
m~.r]And though the bill passcij enslly in· 
both house~. the failure of Congress to 
override Curler's miclear cat·rier voto and 
the prestige he acquire~ at the Camp Oa­
vid summit should help his col.tse now. 

. Cat-ler had propose<l. that states and lo­
calities provide ·rnote funds as evidence of 
~heir own strong commitment to a project; 
Congr~ss disagreed. Gorter hud nsllCd · 
that the bill reflect the full cost of new 
projects; since it does not, Congress was 
.able to claim that it had nctually cut the 
admlnistrali<m's t·eqitest. 

i Fii1ding urgumenls (lgainst thcao pro­
jects isn't hai·d. Smne wot1ld pt·ovlde irri­
galioil to ma~ke dry land suitable for rais­
ing corn-but the notion is ubout to har­
vest a bumJHH' crOI), nnil the coverniiicnt . 
in eO'ect is uow paying farmers not to 
plant corn. If Carter wunts to show thut . 
he's serious nbotit Letter controls on ex-· 

. pensive und cn~ironrricntully tmsol)nd 
wale~ projecls, he Jnust veto this bill and 
risk the battle that's sure to follow. 

·: .-i, · ~-- r:u/C:IIf 
.....,..... .• •• (iJ'KJ'~ 

Engelhard!. St. LOul• Post-l>t•r,.lclt 

'You sure this Is the way this 
death-defying feat is done?' 

------------------------~~~--------~--------------~~-----------------~---------

. .. .., 



Dayton Daily News 
9/14/78 

~o~gress' problem isn't Carter 
At least a few members of Congress only is a diverse and competing group of. 

admit responsibility for the congressional interests but also is· a sensitive collection of 
inactiori President Carter :is getting blamed egos, 
for. ·some of the reoresentatives and senators Other factors contributing to the logjam 
recently interviewed by Cbngressional Quar· · .in: Congress include Senate rul~s. House re· 
terly agreed with Rep. Dav1d R. Obey that· forms. the power of lobbyists, ar!d weaken· 
"things would be only marginally better" if' ing party loyalty. 
the administration had been more effective in 
dealing with Congress. The filiBuster privilege in the Senate has 

obstructed some pending bills. such· as the 
. -To· be sure, the administration has made measure to protect federal !and in Alaska. 

mistakes in dealing with Congress, which not The filibuster gives a lot of power to a few. 
But neither the pul:liic :lOr President C2.r:er :s 
requiring the Senate to put up with r~at. The 
Senate can stop the filibus.:er any time lts 
wants. 

·. House reforms, breaking and sharing the 
power once held by committee chairman, has 
brought more democracy. But that has been 
time·consurning because more interes!S have 
to be satisfie-d. As a result, .proposals often 
haveto be watered to nothing in order to get 
anywhere, the hospital cost containment bill 
being a recent example. 

Tied into that is heaVier and more sophis· 
ticated· lobbying, coupled with a public that 
isn't stirred. into any great consensus~ Thus 

·Congress h•as suffered no public anger for 
·tearing up President Carter's welfare reforms 
or the proposal for public financing of cori· 
gressional elections• . 

' f'Piesident Carter got off to a ·bad start 1 

w~Congress by attacking pork barrei 
w-ater projects. Congress ever since has 
balked at the President's legislative program, 
and blames its own balking on Mr. Carter's 
supposed i:ceffectiveness. Congress may 
blame Mr. Carter for that, but the public, 

, whose money President Carter was trying to 
· save,...:::ught to hesiu.te before throwing tha1 stoV · 
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St. Paul Dispatch 
9/20/78 

-':"• ,,-· 

01''-po.rk-keeps rollin'-
.:-:~. ''-··. 

Peace in the Middle East mav oriations bill that" inc! tides six 
be e?sier to attain than peace be- projects from the P':-esident's hit 
tween Congress and P~esident list: six of eight it did not fur,d 
Carter over fund'ing · pubiic last year. How did it manake to 
works projects. The House of skio two? One was oooosen ~v 
Representatives has. done it to both of the affected staie ·s sen.:i~ 
him again. · · ·· . ~- tors~ the-other was opposed by a 

The President. vou. no doubt - ··back-home referendu.-n. :Vlakes 
·will reeall, some time ago issued · you wonder how . some of L'lese 
what came to be knov.-:n as a- hlt · things get as far as they do. 
list of propbsed · public works • · . ;_ T]le President's pe<lple are 
projects he felt' were not. justi- · talking veto; congressmen are 
fjed or were environmentally trying to convince the President 
unsound. Sin~ public works pro-. that the ditches, dam~ and 
vide congressmen with their . waterways- fa~ from bemg the . 
greatest tool for taking care- of - pork barrel proJects they seem 
the folks back home, Carter's h.it.v\"; ~o be - an~ either worth ~~ld- · . 

. list produced screams of agony. ;"':: ·mg or are merely rece1vmg 
. . . . · ·. .· "study" funds and therefore 

, . Then the bargammg began. . shouldn't worry anybody. 
. Last _w~k, the _House passed a· Solpetimes it's tough to save a 
.$10.2 bl'lllon public works appro- · buck. \ 

_ .. ,. .. ..... --·· . .------- ~ . ... . ' ~ 
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Pork BarTel \Vater _Projects 
,..- -

1 
The P":"esi·denc is· :x~ect.~ co ve[O a ?•.1biic 

\v or:'s bill in :.'1e i1exr. we~·k or so, ·.vich. ·jirections co 
che Congress i.h:J.r it should rer.:ove SU biil·ion wonh 
.of "~xpensi \'e. pori\ b?.rre-! pro jeers thar ""e do not 
need." - -

:\Ier.1bers vf'Ccng!iess :~am the 0ror:!1e·a.sL ?:nd 
\tid"=.vesr.s·!-;Ot;ld t3:ke .the ie::.d in ·sus~~i"ning th.e- ?:-:si­
,_:ent' s veto. ;or ;";1CSt of pro j-a-crs. the ?7-~siGe:!t ~.:t·~nts 
Ce!e!eC· z.re for ··,varer ~ro;e::~s c!1ar. are uneconorr:.ic-
2.nC /or e~viron~e~·~-;.:liv un.Souna.'··;. . .r:.d ~ost ·l;ouid 
.... .;._, ''""'"".::. ..:, •. -4-o.- -r~,:. ;.. · r~ ··"" . ·~ ; ... ::.r ·"" ,,_ ~U.~~ .. l!.t.a·L._. ~·W' l,,..a ....... ,5• v"""t.u on ~-~e _!Jnwe.l,. _ .. .,J~., 

~:~;e~sc. 

in f:lcr, .. seve!1 Jf ~~e11rO=}ec:s~ costing :71or~ :::an 
5000 ~ii !ior. ·.;:e=-:e s~p;:osc.C c.~ ~:a~.rc be~!'1Jt.~cp.peC fo.r­
-:v.er ... :·:1 .J. :orn?rcr:-:_lSC ·.-..;or:o\ed cur :asi ::~~r Oe~.:,~::e!1 
:~·e- t.:•./hite- ·2-:o~..:sc 2r:G ~t.e C-.;r.g:ess, ~f:er je ~cugb.: .:c 
kil-l ~3 'J.'ate·~ ~-r01ec:s ~~ar- c~COL!!"'~<~c: gcp,u·la~ion 
. z~-;Jw·tt in ~rid ::.rezs ·.vtth r.:ce~~! s~Csidie:s. 
- ·c·ur~·o~sr~v .· ·.vtien an ame!1C:ner:: '~'as...otfe!"=d on·· 
::-.e ;.:0"'5"' ' 1 c-cr ro ,.,-;,.,.;:-::>•;> '"'''5"' ·"'' 7 0: :...v ::>e.·" """0-'' ........... ..,. ~~~;; 1. - • ._ ..... -'--~- ._,j,_.J ~ ~,;-.- o..~. --" !""'" :'\..v 

=rt ~d.gar .. D .. ?e~na._, 30· ~or~::ea·st ar:.d. ~.,!id"rVes~ 
:71E::1b'ers '/OCed :or :I:e Sunix£c ;or::< oa.tTei proj~ts, 

·.::-est: iring_;., a de~ear oi ~he E:::ig::.r . .!..a:endme!'lc by a 

t:ow C:id such a biil ever gee a9proved? 
It is a 'E'al: of ooli~ics ar ics ·:.-orsl: backscr3.tCh­

ing deais ::-.ade b.y :.knbers ot Congress. cr::.di;,g 
boor:dogg!e for boondoggle~ ::.c~:ng i!1defiance •Jfal­
iegea i::Heresi. in ecor.omies of gove:-:1menr. coup fed 
wi'£h the bung!ing of the adr.:linisi::ration which pr~ 
d1:1ced ics list of accepcabfe projects only aiter con~ 
gressional comm:uees :1ad a'lready acced to baBoon 
up che water project costs by SL3 billion. . 

It is also. a stor; of misplaced priorities by 
Nonhe::-:1 congressional Leaders, including some 
wich Presidemi::.! aspirarior.s: ~e?S. Jac!< K~mp, R­
:--;.Y:, ?hilipCra:.e. R-ill. . . ' 

One can \.mderstand why S;.:::beir Congressr;;e!'l 
st!ck •ogec;:er on this biiL NO( one doilar of T•l.!. in­
ves~77ler:cs or or the $7.S biHioi1 spe:H by che 3L:re.=.u 
of Rect2.r:12.~:cn h:.s be·!1etin.ed ~he :;c_~h, aDd ljnly 9 
percem ')[ Arirlj' Ccrps of ~ngineer's i)r'J;JOScG ·;,a­
ter cons~:-.::c:~c:-1 ~uCge~ ··sfll 6~ sper~c in ~!:e 10 s~2.ces 

from :.1aine to M!nnescra. There :71:1'1 be 'no ::-:ore 
··~·por~"'nl .. .,.,;,.., or" rO,o s·'no' elc'- ,.,c·-o- ~,.,..,,., '"'e' !"1~ -... -. .-··::>~··.... ....... \.,;' -!1 ...,; l.£ ••• - ..... t. 

_ che:ap '#C:ter aJ;d power provided by ch-:se chre~ f::G­
eral age~ci-es, ~~os•t.iy ·s.u·bs:id.!ze_d b:y YJ..·r:kee 
taxpayers. 

For exa;::pie, fede.r~!-iy subsft·:zeC -~0\\·er ;n- ·:he 
Sout.heast.~.vholesa!es :o~-Six-.:e::.ths of 3. pe:1ny·. 3u~ ~: 
~.vhoies·a .. !es ~o 3osr·~r. E:lec:r~c ~cr .;-.~- :encs~ ~o 

C~eve~anC.. S~ec~:.:c. :Dr .. ~ ce~rs ::.z:d 2. ~e!'ltS :o Cu .. 
~~esne .?cw·e:- ~n. ?::'t'S"tl.!rg!:. >it} ··'-·ond~r -=~.e!"~:t-~r"i· 

t::~s:~~~!~i~:~~::.:u~~~~~~o~~\~ ~s ;tr:::1 ·:::e:::)e~ 
in :.he. cl::·a_·._:v·es~ :::2-.n ~fl-~ie ~or::Oe.:sL ::\!·her::.~· . .: .. :-~:- :s 
:ie:'1rifu.i .. ·~u: ~ns~·:siCt:eC:·. _.:.. :to~.;sa::t· .:~bi~: ~:-=~ ;;7 
:~a·rer c:Js~s .3.3.30 ~::. ~-~~·:v~ ·;;.::c 3.5 ~ir:::: ..;..:: ::: . .:.0 :~ 
s·a.ir :.~~:e .. :ur. 5l3.30 ::1 ~~-='·~ ·::::; \'t!"l, .5:3.~3 :n ?:-ui:;. .. 
dci:?hi2 . .ss.~so in ·3cs;:cn c.r.C .)7 -~t) tn ·D.e~:-oit. 

'·;·thv, .chen, d·!_d· 30 :10.r'-~e!':1 ::on£re!l3i":":e:-:- ·:.:..: . 
·ic··~l·,a.,.~·~ ........ .,tO:-.,...:·<.::·r---~~-~ :;:.·o ·a.: .. ;., r.f'.:.,...,..,~ ·t.;...f"': ••• ~,.r-
1. .. ~ ·• ~./ •.vJ.-C': .. ,,._ .... .~. ... c_ ..... ~- ... -·• ............. "~' ,.,,.u .-¥..._,.;:, 

~C) C:!C ·fed~r:::! :axes· .30 pe!"~S-!":t- voce in favor -~t .?.. 

bill thar added. .ScOO :::::liion ''tOr!~ or proj~c:s :hat 
had'been rejec:e{i ~ius 2·; c.ew ::•.:.ns cosrir:g 5l.2 tE­
iion more· ti:~:1 ·,i;ha~ ~~·a.s ;-ecow·mer.adcd :y the 
?reside::lt. 

u~In ·any bil<l, c7lere are· gaing ~o be sor-r..e i)rojec:3 
be!!er tha,n orhe:-s,'· said j41C!' K::~.p .. f C:l·n't 'iin.e 
:[.e-!71 ve~o :,:..·ha:t I -don't ~·ike." r resvonded: .. '"~~(lt-~s 
,or ·o i c'-'s C"S"' ·'-'C"' •:0.- =·"o.,r .·;....._ c'...,e-• ~-··­•· "~ .n dl ~ t;;;·::>&!~ ..... ~..!.::. -~~- .. :':\ .... -~n -." .... h. _:5..:1. \:' 
you a. chaJtce of :.rocirig dOwn . .scven !Nasreful projt?i:tS 

. while nor affec::ing a prajecr !n :lol!r cis[ net.·· 
"I may not pass some tic.::nus test forconsis<ency 

bur I'm nocashameti," ::esaid. 
rrls going 'lO •.:xe a w_hale of a ioc of figuring :o 

ius;:ifv a weal reolaceme~t oi tlH! sewer s·.:stems oi 
old cities. Shoulci the ~ionheast and Midwest acce:n 

'o ; rv~lte ;,.~m (he ~--,...·op't't- " ... .,,... -....-;:·'-- rh.:> .. PI·oS ,nat"""· ... 1 u J. .... .i .)u .. a .... ,:)i) w ..... ...,._ .. , L .. \o,o\-Ut:' .......... :71 

for .our own casl::y drea :ns? · 
This obser.:er sc.ys :10. I'd rathc:r see •.)~r n:g~cn 

·ia!'!y around tt"~e Presidenc · s U-:O'..!·gD_tf'..!i: ·~-:a~::r pc!:c:/ 
1;,-;hich pro'..-iGes t:he f~rsl .ca~r::fuUy cciisLde:--e·: se~ c·r 
grOL!!;d. r~l.es upoit ·,;·hie:-: c::e ccar.·0!7,ic 2::-:d -e:1\'i ~on­
~er.ca.-'1 ~~:1do::ot-fs of 3H :ef.:e_rc.L;· f~n(ie-j ·N-J..:t:- p-rvj ... 
:::-c~s are ope:11y p:-o~c:scd. ~::-::~a~~-~. a.r;d C=cid~d ..:;::ct! 
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I ~ -·----~ -- ---· ___ ,._ - -
f "\YATE!!; Congress persists in its 
dainfoonslme ... s,. 

• 
. CONGRESS IS taking up another public On a number of projects, the bill provides 

works measure this week, and wretched for 100 percent federal funding, breaking 
excess is once again the norm. The new from sensible past precedents tbat required 
authorization bill is jammed with projects of minimal local cost.sharing; one project, on 

. considerable exnense and dubious benefit, the Trinity River· in Texas, has even been· 
1 for •.vtllch cost figures have bee!l. juggled or reject~d by .local voters. On others, the cost 
1 ignored by t.he House Public Works Com- has never been -computed. One, Gulfport 
1 mittee that crafted it. Harbor in :Mississippi: is being built for t.'le l Authorization-bills are w:hat set the pork nearly ~~elusive benefit of a single firm. 
· barrel rolling. Once authorized, a project Last week t.he House g:ave .f!na.l approval 1! 

acquires· a kind of independent life, even to a bloated, $10 billion public wor:'\s ap-pro­
though funds tor it may not be appropriated priations bill which t.=.e presidem has i:udi- ! 
ior several vears. Author'J.Zation is a prom- cated he may veto; apd deservedly so. Eight' ! 
ise, to a co-ngressman and his district. to lltlich!gan congressmen, we note gratefully, I 
deve!opers -and speculators and the public voted against that bill; incl!Iding Republi- I 
works lobby, that a project \\ill someday be cans Ga.rrv Brown and Dave StoCkman and ! 

·•1 funded :lnd built; you um.per wtt1 those_ Democrat$ James Blanchard, David Bonior, I' 

exuectations at your risk. Look what hap;. William Brodhead, Jo'hn Conyers, Dale Kil- _, 
-'!'· pened to Jimmy Carter and his .. hit list "of dee and Lucien Nedzi. Now Rep. Bonier is I 

Western water projects. · . . · trying to mount a.floor fightagainst the new · 
I So the best time to stop wasteful. expen- authorization bill, and its list of sugar plums 
i sive and unnecessary projects is before they we will be asked. to finance in the future. He 
·are authorized. The bill the House wi-11 be will need all the help he can get. 
asked to approve this week contains enough ~ (A vote against these public works bills is 
such proposals to justify defeating it or · -

·· ·1 ba k to comm1·ttee ~or m~:0,. a: vote against inflation and waste, against senamg 1 c • i · , ~J • 
inequity and special interests and, in the 

surgery. case of ~veral projects, against considera-
Thirty-seven ofthe 51 projects in the 'bill. ble environmental damage as well. 

· would be. authorized for construction even · 

I. -though the Army Corps of Engineers ·hasn't ·· It is~ also a vote that will strengthen the 
decided whether thev are needed, or has president's hand in furuz:e confrontations I 
given them an unfavo.rable,review. rn some over spending, and give the House Public 

I cases, where costs outweigh benefits or are Works Committee a nudge back in the I 
as yet unknown. the committee has simply direction of economic sense. !:1 an election i · 

1 declared the projec:s "economic" by le_gisla- · vear, there's hardly a better platfoim for a j 
I Hve fiat; never r.1ind \\'hat the figures show. ~ongressman to stand on.·\ 1 

/ 

. -.............. -... --.. -- .. -- ....................... ---~-:- ·:: ·: ·::::: .. :::.·::·· . ............ :: .. .......................... :: ·····:::·::. ·::::::::::::.·::::: .. . . 
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PORK BARREL:; Carter is 
right in opposing a monstrous works hill 
~0 FEDERAL spending measure passed 

th1s year is more outrageous and indefensi­
ble than the public works bill soon to hitthe· 
president's desk. Mr. Carter has virtually 
promised to veto it. That will gi.ve him an A­
plus for courage and responsibility, and give 
Congress a last chance to muster what 
statesmanship it can and sustain his veto:; 

The bill represents a major double-cro)/ 
of the president by Congress. It restores·six 
unnecessary water projects, costing $375 
,million, that Congress agreed to kill last 
.'year in a compromise with Mr; Carter;who 
·wanted to eliminate 18 of them. The bill also 

: 'doubles the ·number of new construction 
·starts proposed by Mr. Carter - to 53 
projects, costing $1.2.billion;.and it mandates 

·the hiring of 2,300 new employes, whom the 
Army Corps of Engineers says it doesn't 

. even need or want. 
Even as public worksbills,go, this one is a 

zinger. It kills the president's proposed 
Water Resou·rces Council, which would 
have brought some rationality and cost­

·efJectiveness to planning future water 
. projects. It includes funds for dredging mar­

inas and yacht harbors, and for irrigation 
projects that will benefit a handful of land• 
owners at a.cost to the federal taxpayer of $1 
million per landowner. 

Meanwhile, an equally obnoxious mea· 

Bonior Blanchard 
l T.hey··opp0$8dWastefUJ perts of the bill 
I 

sure. is coming up fast behirid this one -
Jaws II at the pork barrel, so to speak. That 
is a bill, ,passed by the Senate and soon to 
reach the House floor, authorizing construc­
tion·or planning of 67 mor.e projects, Those 
projects will showup in future public works 
appropriations b'ills. 

The Corps ·of Engineers has not yet fin­
ished studying, or determined a need for, 
nearly half of the projects packed into the 
bill. On others, Congress has .arbitrarily 
altered the Corps' figures· to make the 
projects appear ·economic when they are 
not, and altered cost-sharing arrangements , 
so the federal government will pick up a : 
bigger share of the tab than usual. 1 

. I 
There are, it should be noted, a few sane 1 

. voices to be heard~ Rep. James Blanchard, D· 1 
Mich., fought a brave but losing ·battle to 1 

delete the offending projects from the public 
work's bill; Another Michigan Democrat, 
Rep. David Bonior, is mounting an effort to 
delete the worst features from, or defeat, 
the authorization bill. But every member of 
the Michigan delegation ought to swing 
behind such efforts~ 

To go on financing economically unjusti- 1 
fied and environmentally damaging projects i 
is a basic misuse of public funds. Even ~ore i 
hurtful for Michigan is that each project 'I 
represents a subsidy paid by this state's 
taxpayers to another part of the country, 
chieYly the Sunbelt, which is causing us 
quite enough problems as it is. 

It's a funny thing: all the oratory about 
inflation and the taxpayers' burden -every­
thing one ·hears when Congress is asked to 
approv~ welfare .reform or en~ironmental ,,. 
regulatiOns, for mstance-vamshes when 
the public works bills come up. Wouldn't it 
be refreshing if; just this once, enough 
congressmen stopped drooling over the 
pork barrel to sustain the president's veto, 
and to head off the worst of the projects 
being eyed forthe future? We're hoping. 

····························•········ ···-·············· ......... , ......... ···································· 
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Carter s·hould- defend.;his 
national ater oti~y 

In the steamy lassitude of a Washin.JrnJrt---es:runcil would "sa.\re $1,320;000," and be in 
summer; a joint congressional committee has keeping witb Mr. ~er's desire to eliminate 
been quietly but diligently at work wreck· . unnecessary bures.ucracy. Hiring 2,300 :new 
ing President Carter's new national water bureaucrats will dost 25 or more times that 
policy. Not only would Congress deny the amount. ' 
President's hopes to reshape that policy to Additionally, th¢ bills run directly against 
conserve water·and to cap the annual gusher the President's t)olicy _by increasing the 
of federal spending on pork-barrel water share of federal ~nding on dredging pr~ 
projects, but the legislators are bending over jects, waiving in; some cases unfavorable 
backward to do just the opposite. cost-benefit ratio; findings, and authorizing 

The Congress seems determined to force a certain projects triat have not yet even been 
·veto from the President on a $10.1 billion studied by the A:rmy Corps of Engineers. 
public works appropriations bill that in· While cost-benefit ratios are a controver· 
eludes several dam projects Mr. Carter sial subject; they .are also-the standard and 
thought he had killed last year, in his -first _ best method of deciding the usefulness of a· 
fight to stem the tide of water projects project. For Congress to substitute its owri 
spending. · political judgment for objective analysis is a 

Both houses, in their separate. authoriza· gratuitous insult ito the taxpayers' intelli-
tion bills, have reversed the President's pro· gence .and econoinic welfare, and makes a 
posals to make state and local governments farce of congres$ional pretensions. to con-
pay more of the cost of such projects, as a cern over inflation and budgetary 
means of encouraging conservation. The two responsibility. · 
bills go the other way. Another insult emerges with the inclusion 

Where Mr. Carter attempted to set up of private intere~t legislation including' au-
more stringent rules- for, cost-benefit analy- thorization of a sps million dredging project 
ses which are supposed to show which pro-· to deepen and widen nine miles of Gulfport 
jects are justifiable and which are not, the . Harbor 'in MissiS&ippi, for the sole benefit of 
bills loosen the rules. E.l.' duPont _de Nemours & Co., which is 
. Where the .President sought to continue ~ing a plB.nt jther'e. · 
the Water Resources Council and buttress it · The clear inte*t of Congress is to throw 
with new duties to review all new water down the gauntlet to President Carter, chal· 
projects critically, the Congress would kill lenging him on Who will decide how much 
funding for the agency and direct the Presi- federal money isispent where and on what 
dent to hire 2,300 bureaucrats to oversee tra- water projects. If Mr. Carter really wants to 
ditional projects. The hypocrisy of this ac· · show the country a new image of decisive­
tion was blatantly demonstrated by the ness and strength, he will veto this mon­
House appropriations subcommittee chair·' strous pork barrel, and he \Viii be as noisy 
man, a Democrat, and the ranking minority about il_as its authors have ·been quiet ana 
member, who argued that dissoh~ng the furtive. ) 
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The Politics of Water Policy ... · . 
.... ;: .. 

A -LONG WITH EVERYTHING else, President Car.;. 
ter is taking a beating in Congress on the water­

policy front. Despite' his veto threats, Senate-House 
·conferees have voted funds for six of the public­
works projects .that Mr. ·Carter thought had ·been 
shelved last year.·. Meanwhile, both houses have 
largely rejected the stricter standards and new plan­
ning procedureS Mr. Carter has proposed. In the most 
outrageous move of all, the House Public Works Com• 
mittee is·. advancing a $1:.2-billion-plus grab ·bag of 
authorizations for abOut 120 more· river and harbor 
projeets-including dozens that don't meet the 
pan~'s own. standards for executive-branch review, 
local coswharing·and the like. · · 

How can Mr. Carter salvage something, or even 
avoid a rout? Some officials and environmental lobby­
ists think he needs to "get tough." As they see it, the 
administration only encouraged the old-line forces by 
accepting a compromise in last year's water-projects 
fight and trimming its proposals last winter to appease 
the Western gov~ors. ~t'sneeded now, according 
to this view, is ~some stern vetoes and stiff stands on 
Prin~ples. Mr.~ apparently agrees; he said re­
cently that he had been '100 lenient" and '\should". 
have vetoed" last Year's money bill-just as be plans to 
veto the one now coming along. 

We see the problem differently. Far from yielding 
too much to politics, Mr. Carter has not been consis­

. tently political enough.l'ending to oppose many pro}· 

L ______ -___________ -_______ ::::::::::::::;;;;;;;;;;;;;;.;; ......................... . 

ects as "pork barrel," he and some of his advisers 
have been slO\f to understand the vi~wpoin~. apd;fe­
rocity of the regional and institutional for~· .they · 
have taken on-or the way public~works hassles can 
affect all other qealings on Capitol Hill. We ~ it 
was prodenttd make some accommodations lasb'ear, 
after the first I clumsy assault on ·those projects ·bld 
caused such ~ unholy row on the Hill and in the 
West. The real error was in assuming that the truces 
would last, th~t projects once shelved. would stay on 
the shelf, ancl that entrenched congressional atti­
tudes could W transformed by se~ding' up same bet-
ter ideas. I · 

·By now, ~-\ Carter should have a better sense of 
what he is up againsk-and what kind-of toUghness 
can accomplisp most. Some vetoes and ster11 speeches 
will probably: be in order, starting with the public­
works appropnatiollS bill.'imt to have those vetoes 
sustained, and. to defuse other confrontations, hold· 
ing tlle high ground of environmen:ta1 protection and 
economic pr.~den~e will not be ~~ough. More ~­

.headed d~g will also ·be -reqmred. We hope this 
can be done fVitb more finesse than in the past. We 
also hope th~ administration will get over the Idea 
that this. kirid of politicking is somehow shabby, 
demeaning or inconsistent with its commitment to 
change. After all, when you're talking about public 
works, you ought . to use the language that every 
member of Congress understands. 
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That watery 'pork barrel'-
i. 

Back in June when President Carter's vation. Also the ~er proposal would 
national water policy was unveiled, be ba~ tightened the ~es for cost-benefit 
received deserved accolades from people -~ to determine; which projects were 
concerned about CODServing water and justified. Congressifnal bills would re­
protecling the envirOnment. It seemed verse both of those ~lectives. 
then that. the ~-dent was leading us Presidential vet~ of thecongression­
into a new era of:~ble spending on al w-ater bills wtl~' ~ly occ_ · _ur after 
water projects. lorig a favorite ','pork Labor Day, but so --.observers believe · 
ban'el" item OfUmgressmeiL. ;: - · thai's all part of gressional strategy 

Well, it's scarcely three monthS later, anyway. These obse ers·think congress­
and ·the water program -which was greet- men·still expect to ~-l(number of their 
ed With such f~b8.s .been all but points~ and conseqpently votes from the 
washed away in a sea of changes initiat- folks in their dist~cts.;- in post-veto 
ed on Capitol Hill. ~~The r.E' ·. ional bills, of 

We won't bore you with all the details, ' Course, make rOoin . a lot of new water 
but there are some items worth noting: Pfvj~ that woUld be. disallowed under 

-A House-Senate conference commit- . the President's policies •. 
. tee has agreed on a $10.1 billion public · We're ple&sed a·la ~ _Co~ty's 
works appropriation$ bill that includes a Conpe$Sman Robe a Demo­
number of the dam projects the Presi- crat; sPoke against Fe of ese congres­
dent thought he had ·killed in his first wa- ·~onat water-project~rization bills at 
terscrap with Congress last ~r. the tm1e of final j~ge before the 

-Certain congressional bills would do Hou~ J~lblic Works Committee. Mr. 
away with the agency Mr. Carter wanted ·:E:Oga~ one of ~Y two out of44 com­
to oversee a· new national water 'Policy, rriittee members :who felt strongly 

but would that really save taxpayers' ~pom" tot. s~,o~u.t_ .. • ag~a~t ~the b~ill ~., 
money? Not really, it .appeal'S, since the LUG4 '?": 

bills call for hiring 2,300 bureaucrats to We hope Jimmy. . • 
oversee traditional projects. that kind of dedicatlon to his wn princi-

-Key elements of the Carter policy ples when these W.Ate!&.!>Jlls c e across 
would have state and local governments his deskO'e ho~etoes and 
and users paying more, and ·the Federal · then holds firm fni trying to persuade 
Government less, of the cost of water Congress to steer pte na~n toward -a 
projects as an incentive toward conser- more&ei)Siblewate;poUo/ ~ -
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Water Policy Shredding 
PRESIDENT Carter is getting an 

expensive lesson in pork barrel poli­
tics. 

In a series of votes in the weeks 
before recess, the Congress 'has left in 

. shreds the national water policy that 
the. White House sent to theHiH earlier 
this year. 

House and Senate conferees agreed 
on a $10.1 billion public works appro­
priations bill that includes a number of 
dams that the president thought he 
kHled in his first fight over water. 

Mr. Carter wanted to make state and 
local governments and users pay more 
of the cost of water projects. In sepa­
rate authorization bills the two houses 
are doing just the opposite. 

The president wanted to tighten the 
rules for the cost~benefit .studies which · 
would gauge whether projects are 
needed or not. The Congress has 
deemed not to go along. 

In terms of overall damage to the 
president's water policy, various bills 
increase, rather than decrease, the 
federal share on dredging projects; 
waive negative benefit-cost ratios in 
some cases; authorize projects not 

even studied by the Corps ofEngineers 
and derail the idea of. requiring the 
states to share in the cost. 

Public works projects tend to 'be the 
tangible evioenc.e that senators and 
representatives point ·out when asked 
by the home fplks, ''What haveyoudone 
for us lately?'' · · · 

Some.of these are necessary and·even 
vital to stat~' s and regions involved. 
And a projec in Utah is not likely to win 
approval unl. ss projects in Michigan or 
Georgia or elsew~ere are given consid­
eration. Tha~ is the federal pork barrel 
way of doing things. 

~r. Carter thought ~e could take on 
~ork .barrel and the Congress and 
that public revulsion over increased 
federal spending would support his 
view and position. 

But the Cpngress has chosen con­
frontation.. and the issue is simply 
whether the legislative or the executive 
is going to decide on water projects. 

And Mr. Carter will have to decide 
whether to ! veto the actions of the 
Congress and, If he does, whether the 
vetoes will stick. Either way is goingto 
be costly fo~ hi~ · 
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Vv'-...,." \ . . 

·· A·challenge to the President 
(r;.s been suggested in some quarters that Presi­

d~-Carter's new resolve to veto unacceptable con­
gressional legislation is all part of a public relations 
gambit designed to bolster his pqpul'ari ty But there 
would be nothing but substance involved in a presi­
dential decision to Vt!to the public works authoriza-. 
tion and appropriation bills now being crafted in Con­
gress. 

Together they would decimate the !audible na­
tio~al water policy Carter proposed in June, aimed at 
trimming a~ast some of the pork in the Congres­
sional barr::; 

Carter's. policy was hardly revolutionary; .it failed 
to go as far as most environmentaiists wanted. Yet, it 
did call for the first time for a more rationa'l weighing 
of the costs and benefits of massive federal water 
projects; it did require that states and localities bene-. 

. fiting from such projects undertake serious efforts to 
~:conserve the water they produce; it did suggest that 
Yprojects partic:ularly desired by states have a modest 

state contribution to their construction costs. 

At a time in which the public is clamoring for 

more efficiehcy in goy~rnment, these proposals 
seemed espe<jiaHy sensibf. So what has Congress 
done? · 

WeB, it rras moved to approve a $10.1 billion bill 
that contains' many water projects that fail Carter!s 
modest standards,. or that have not even been judged 
by them. For .some projects, it has specifically waived 
the cost-sharing provisions usually included. House 
and Senate versions of the authorization bills .contain 
1:20 new projE~cts, including m~ny that have not been 
reviewed at 'EUl by the Corp~ bf Engineers. Even the 
old and outmoded cost-benefit analyses that have tra­
ditionally been required have been ignored in some 
cases. . .. 

Most of the projects ci-e in the West. And it is 
often said that easterners JUSt don,'t understand that 
region's water problems. Maybe so, But certainly the 
whole courytry understands the need now for rudi­
mentary efficiency in government. Except apparently 
the members ;of Congress. They are clearly posing a · 
direct challenge to the President's desire to set na~ 
tiona) policy. jHe should ~eet it. 

. Ill> . 
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MICHIGAN'S Rep. David E.· 
Bonior, D-l\J:t. Clemens, has 
·earned· applause. from ·voter­
s/taxpayers in and outside of .. 
ilis district for support be is giv· 
ing Presid~nt Carter in one of. 
the toughest disputes Carter 
has gotten into with Congress.· 
: Everyone who's angry about 

· government's contributions to. 
inflatto~. · or who follows envi­
ronmental issues with interest, 
should remember that Garter· 
has made a major effort last 
year to stop traditim1al con-: 
g:r:essional pork-barreling· with. 
cams and otl':.cr water projects .. 
· Basically, Carter thought he 

had won congressional agree-: 
ment to forget at least eigbt.wa-. 
ter p~ojects of very dubious fi- . 
nancial and . environmental 
merit. He followed up L~is year·: 
with proposal's for federal/state· 
cost-sharing of future ·water 
projects, and .for procedures toi. 
re\<iew future proposals from· 
environmental and realistic· 
economic standpoints: 

During the past few weeks,·. · 
·~-;or.gress has almost totally 

· \vrecked Carter's efforts to put 
v.:ater-related' public~ works 
planning 0!1 a relatively rat]on;. 
alba~s. -~ 

::WHEN THE HOUSE. ap­
proved a $10.3 billion public' 
works bill. ·Bonior complained. 
that 45 'per ·cent of the new pro­
jects it would suppo:rt have noj 
even been . aoproved by the 
Army Coros of Engineers; 13 
E,er cent alter or ignore cost­
beneiit . measures of econo.mis: 
soundness; 12 per cent increase 

·the federal share of prQiect ~ 
.costs; and 3 per cent 'involve no· 
state cos.!:.§hating. · · · 
· The only other congressman 

. who stood up and voiced a com­
pl&~t was Rep. Robert W. Ed- · 
.gar,D-Pa. · ~ . 

Earlier, before the final. 
House~ vote on its' public works 
bill, Edgar tried, at·Carter•s re- · 

· quest, to win. support. for an 
·amendment to delete the eight 
projects supposed'ly killed last 
year. ':'It. is with a little bit of 
fear and trembling that I stand ,. 

·.before the House today," :Ed· 
. gar said when making that ef.; 
fort. "I ask to .remo_ve eight sa­
cred cows from the House pub­
lic works appropriation. It si.'!l-

. ply isn't doni., He was right; 
his amendment lost by 142-234. 

This area'~ Con~;ressmen, 
Rep.· Carl D .. Pursell, R­
?Iymouth and Rep. Bo!:> Carr,. 

D:'EastLansing, to their credit. 
·both voted for Edgar's unsuc­
·cessful amendment and against 
passage of tne House public 
worlrs bill. · 

The Senate's SlO.i billion pub­
lic works biil, which features a 
plan . ta enlarge the federal 
bureaucracy .by 2,300, mainly 
for t...~e Army engineers, plus 
siX of the supposedly dead wa­
ter projects, drew .. yes'' ·Votes 
from both Sen. Donald W. Rie- · 
gle and Sen. Robert P. Griffin. 

Since those votes, a$10.1 bil­
li!hl pub~c works bill ( officiaHy 

··known as an energy and water 
development bill):, containing. 
little the Presid~n:t sought and 
mu,ch he opposed,. bas been ap­
proved by Senate/House con­
ferees and by the Senate. · 

. The 'House will vote on it :in a 
I - .• 

'_fewdays. , 

DEC:E:IVINGLY, this amount 
is $916 million ·less than Carter 
requested. Congress accom­
plished this sleight of hand bv · 
ignoring 26 new water projects 
Carter does want, while includ­
ing those he dt'esn,t want .. Fur­
ther, Congress applied its cus­
tomary technique cf providir.g 
only first-yea~ fundi!lg for new 
water projects. Carter wanted 
an honest·bW that would ren~t 
ful! costs to tbe'.federal govern­
ment: 

If Carter means what he's 
been sa:;'"ing I atrly <lbout po:!:· 

. b:ureUng Oil ·~;,rater proiPcts l·., 
\Yill veto this mess. 'i'o• pre\:(.;t 
his ''P~() ... ..,...,.,' . . ·~-> 

v --'- u\..•u•JC:!!1'g OYem ... u•::n 
in Congrc$5, h!( will n~ed a lot 
more. sup~oti ~here ~f the sor~ 
Bon1->r and Ed~~r have v~:i:::c:!. 
But it won't he he.!lrd 1.mlr•:;s 
members cf Cc;:gress L~~.r 
mere from \·o~2rsltC~·.;:n.;:•· .... : .. , ' .... t" ... ' .. · .• 

who support Cart?r en tnls is· 
~110 
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... __________________ ._.;... __ 
Water on the b·rain 

. ' 
Early in his administration, President Carter · 

posted -a "hit list" of18 water projects he considered 
' eeonomically and ecologically unsound. Congress 

didn't like that, and neither did the affected states. 
Lawmakers depe~d on such pork-barrel projects ;to 
ingratiate themselves with voters, and state officials 
re.Pfcl .. _water planning and allocation as strictly state . 
·prerogatives- even thou~h it is. tiJe-federal govern- .· 
ment-that.paysthe construction bills. 

· ·Mr. Carter tried again last spring, with a mOdest 
pto~ to curb construction. that seemed wasteful, 

· tuUmful to the environment, o'r beneficial to only a 
i teW/'(A $45-million dredging ·project- at Gulfport. 
I MiSs .• for example, is deseribed as mostly beJ1efiting 

_ : E. I. DuPont de Nemours~. Co., which is building a 
plant there.) · . 

-Tb~ administration wanted states to contribute a 
~rt:i~n of construction costs, as proof that th_e pn)j~ 
«t.S' were more than make-work boondoggles; it 
~'.:pr.iority Jot projectS· whose environmental ef­
fects bad· been carefully stUdied arid prepared for; it 
•\lvattted. more . ra~ional analysis of the ratio between 
t·?t ; ~·- ~ . . . 

I . 

costS and ~efits; and it insisted on conservation of 
water---:: an l.ncreasingly precious res()Urce. 

The Carj.er package would have. mod~tly aug­
mented the ,ederal. role in water-supply planning -
as well as i~ flood control, irrigation, and hydroelec­
tric power. i.In· view of the sharpeniog !f:-iiltei'SUlte 
·battles in tl\e water-short West, there is -no11tlestiop 
that some f~eral intervention m~es ~· . . .. 

But eon;ress wasn't having any of that. Jlisfbe-· 
fore itS La~r. Day recess, Congress went: further 
than simplj ·rejecting Mr. -Carter's program. It 
turned. the ·program inside. out. House :and senate 
conferees agreed on more than $10 billion.in projects, 
including many from-the 1977 hit ~.\The legiSlati~I1 
as it now staPds would strengthen, rather than dimin­
ish, state -coptrol of water-supply-planning~ while de-

::asm·g. theffiscal r. espo~i.bilitie:.of m~. ~~--dloc.· al 

~. Cart r's .threat of a veto seems justified. eon. 
gress give& e s~ng_imp.ressi(m of playing preelee ... 
tion politics {vith waterpolicy. The-lawmakersshouk,t: 
start over, ptefe'rablyarolind mid-NoVember.\ )~~;:\ 

. ! . . . . . 

.......... ... ...... --··'·················-···········--··-···-··· -·······------------- .. 
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'Tightest 
. . .. ·.·-· . . - ~~~'~>. '\\ .. \ 

Budget of the Decade' 
While the nation awaits Phase II in the Presi'­

dent's .struggle against inflation, it would 'be well to 
~eep an eye on budget battles present and prospec· 
tive. Phase n, with its expected emphasis on volun• 
tary numerical limits on wage and price increaseS, 

..may not be much more suCcessful than the more 
general program of restrai.nt announced last April 
But if anything is to be done about inflation, "the. 
tightest budget of the decade" Will 1bave to lead the· 
way. ThiS is the description of next January's budget 
that Mr. Carter's revenue specialists. are offering. 
'Having cut the deficit from $49 billion in fiscal 1978 
to $43 billion in fiscal1979; their goal is a deficit as 
low as $30 billion for flscal1980. · 
· The goal assumeS an extraordinary clampdown on 
'government spending, an assumption that puts into 
better J)e~ctive a series of fiscall979 budget skir· 
mishes now being fought. . . 
. .Tbe most publicized skirmish grows out of Presi.: 
dent Carter's su~~ul vet.o of a defense bill con· 
;taining an unrequested $1.9 .billion for a giant nucle. 
·ar aircraft carrier. House and Senate Armed Ser· 
'Vices committees have :responded by spurning ad• 
ministration· requests for replacement items costing 
;'a.bO\rt the same.' But 'this is pOsturing~ The commit;. 
\ees' can· be expect"'" tO SPen~this money through a 

'· ,1Upplementalappropriation in October. H they were 
. :· . - ~· . : . . .. - . . 

to put it off till next year, they would run the danger 
of getting caught in the austerity coils of the next 
budget even !though defense spending.will grow 3 per . 
cent in "rea1'' terms~ 

Since taxpayers cannot look to the Pentagon for 
"the tightes~ ·budget of the decade," the decisive fis­
cal battles 'Ifill have to be fought elsewhere. There. 
foret thete i:S a special significance in current skir- . 
mishes ove~ two different sectors of gc)Yernment 
spending th~t go under the rubric of "public works." 

One is the water projects porkbarrel, the other the 
President's hpanded urban· program to provide jobs 
for the banfl.core unemployed. The porkbarrel richly 
deserves , to/ be vetoed, and not only because it is 
loaded w1tbi boondoggles that flunk even the ·lowest 
cost/<benefi~ ratio standards. It also would commit 
the governrhent to future--year spending that would· 

ke a shambles of future budgets. 
he Pre$. 'ident,..tft eon*'-tt,. is. on . the side.. of the 
ders inlthe squabble between tbe House Budget 

Committee~ which wants $1 bil.Uon .. in jo~-int~nsive 
constructio~ projects, and the Senate Blijiget Com· 
mittee, w~ does not Much-as we. sympathize· with 
the President's desire to attack hard-core unemploy· 
ment, there are less costly ways· of doing it. He 
should let .~he .Sena~e· prevail, lest'h~- tm~·a e· as a. 
budget.cutl;ihg inflauon fighter be tarniShed. · 

. .. 

"' 



. Month of pa.nful decisions due in Congress . 
· Congress, which returrieit to workyester- new ~lant ""':' .t~ stilm.ilate Investment in job- Gore vetoes should be exercised on bills 
day, has a· month in which to avoid a "do- creatmg facilities. like the college tuition tax credit and the 
nothing;' reputation. Under the prodding of a If ~e ~resident wins enou.g~ support to public works bill that includes unneceSsary 
President whose own reputation will look sustam his veto of a. $2 bllhon nuclear- dams and water projects. Vetoes in the right 
even worse unless he can command some powered aircraft carrier, he must still rede-. · · th d r · · b'll places may help redeem Jimmy Carter's 

l crucial votes, the legislators may. buckle s1gn e . e ense apptopnat1~n ! t~ ~sure . 
down and make some painful decisions. The p~ssage. He m~y be helped m 1)1s C1v1l Ser. reputation; and they may not necessarily 

·Democratic leadership needs those decisions VICe Reform b11l by scandals in the GSA, hamper his relations with Congress, once 
to bolster· its own record. Which accent the dif(icU I ties in getting rid mem~rs learn he; can wield real presidential 

What will- redeem -the Congress in this of disronest or Unproductive workers. clout. ) 
second year of the Carter administration? ! 

~ Most of all, passage of the bills that make up : 
• the administration energy program. Con- . 
gressional deadlock may reflect the split of 
the Whole country over measures that 
should be taken to prepare for dwindling oil 
reserves. But Congress is the institution sup­
posed to resolve deadlocks. 

Mr. Carter is applying pressure for accep­
tance of the compromise on natural gas de• 
regulation, which has been the chief bone in 
the legislative throat. That will. f~ee a large 
part of the energy "package" even though 
the Senate may keep the wellhead tax b<>t· 
tied up ... ~- ·-· --·-----· . 

·If the measures oil which the administra­
tion pins its hopes fail to r~uce the con­
sumption of'Oil, then the rippleS of oil impact 
will furthet engulf the sinking dollar. Euro­
peans, at least, are basing their judgment of 
the administration on its ability to achieve 
con~rvation goals it orice urged on every­
one else. -. 

. . 

An even t6ugher fight tOOIJ'IS 'ove'r the tax 
reduction bill, already pasSed by the House, 
with a $16.3 billion price tag. Mr. Carter is 
unhappy with cuts that ~eem to favor the 
rich. ~t the most importantaspect is relief 
on capital gains -or faster depreciation for 
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Pork barrel time 
_Proposition 13 and its offspring are attempts to "'send Wash- thet in its excesses. It ~tes the hlriilg of 2,300 more fed-

ington a message," we are told. ~ etal employees, the bUlk of them for the Army Corps o' Engt-
Well, the message isn't being heard It's pork barrel time neers. This is fiscal restraint? This is the tespQnse to Proposi- -

again, and OU_! good legislators are in t ere lapping it up With tion 13? · · · 
impunity) 'rhey"'Will continue lapping it up until we oust a few 
incumblnts for their votes on· budget-busting bills. Unless we An~ where was the Idaho delegation during all of this, includ- . 
make them fear for their political lives, we will not be able to ing the cost~ member, who has promised to take a 
break the pernicious system by which Congress uses t_)le public bite out of government, the. one so proud of helping do in the I 
purse to ensure re-election of Its members and ple~se mpney- new Senate office buDding? In both 19'TT and 1978, all four i 
h~gry conitituents. · . members of the ldalto delegation voted In every Instance' 

A case in point is the $10.4 billion public works appropriation against the president's ~tte~pts to hold back public works 1 
b I that has passed both houses of Congress overwhelmingly. spending. Not once In more than half a dozen votes did a mem- 1 

Presid.ent Carter is almost certain to veto the bill. We hope he , her of the Idaho delegation SUpPort efforts to cut back on the 1 

does. it deserves the biggest, ~dest veto stamp available':\ 1 .,ark-barrel projects. 
Yet the veto may well be overridden because it takes"'tfn a There is more than just this bill at stake. It is a symbolic 

traditional congressional sacred ~ow: pork-barrel public fight. Traditionally, Congress bas controlled public works pro-· 
works projects. The bilL contains something for nearly ever- jects. Now, Carter &ays the projects should be subjected to 
yone. The benefits are so strategically spread out that it is at- more objective analysis by the administration. Congress is re- ; 
most certainly veto proof. sisting because the pork barrel is such a nice way to get re-

Why can Congress flout the preSident like this? Because WE, elected. 
the constituents of Frank Church, James McClure, Steve Peter H. Kostmayer, D-Pa., surely spoke the truth lastyear 
Syinms and George Hansen don't really sUpport fiscal conser- when he Said, ··x believe someone has to cut. I do not think that 
vatism. We don't hold our senators and representatives .ac- , the Congress often enough has the courage to cut in our collec-

. · ' tive~." 

-~~~=~!~~~~:~~~~~~~:::=~~o~t::;~~:-t·· --~n~~~~-d~ not have the co~~ge becau~ w~ don't 
$1 million per. year per member, and support each others' ) make them. have ihe courage. We are the proolem. We accept 
pork-barrel projects so they can all be te-elected and continue ' the system because once in a whlle a few of the crumbs fall in 
the rotten, parasitic process. Yet on the major issues Congress , Idaho's direction. Help put a stop to this entire wasteful 
remains constipated. Nothing happens. process. Carter probably will veto this bilL Support him irt that 

_.In 1977, Carter proposed to elhnlnate funding for more than course of action. Make this the first time in history that a pub-
30 water projects that could not meet legitimate environmen- lie works bill bas ever been successfully vetoed. Put your con-
tal and economic criteria. He eventUally pared the Ust ~to 19 gres:sman and senators on notice that if they vote to override 
projects in an effort to meet·Cottgress halfway. Then he com- _1 the veto, they do s<> at serioU$ ~k to their political lives. 
promised even further. He agreed to accept 10 of the projects .1 

if he could get funding killed for the other nine. 

LO and behold, this year &eVen of the nine projects killed last 
year were suddenly revtvett ey-Congre&$. These seven don't 
meet Congress' own stated policy toward water projects, let 
alone Carter's more stringent requirements. The bill goes fur-



A 'pork barrel' to dump 
~lr~PY to llelp irrigate a lot of fruit 

,farms in Colorado- at $1.4 million each? 
IDo ;you feel better knoWing that each 
farmer's share is just $71,000 - with 
interest-free u.s. loans available? 

HQ\Y about helping with an additional 
$200 million in taxes to pay and provide 
side-: -benefits for 2,300 more federal 
employes? Congress insists the U.S. 
Arn'W Corps of Engineers and the be­
par.tfu¢ht of Interior hire them to work on 
b!ll,\Qp.s of dollars in public works proj­
ects that lack economic and environmen­
tal-justification. Army and Interior say 

!
-don't need the extras. 

oes ·it upset you that Congress is de-
. cUng that billions of tax dollars be . 

spent on a water diversion project in Cal- cost about $2 billion, although this 
ifomia·although the federat-courts·have· ··11mount doesn't show tn·the teglst~tlon. 
directed thatno work be done on it? The price tag affixed by Congress is a 

As bizarre as all this may sotiild, it will · "tokerP' $10.1 million, a mere down pay­
happen unless President Carter vetoes a ment; Congress has for gen~rations got­
pub.\1~ .works bill that Congress is now ten dubioUs projects tbrougb with this 
poliShing into final form to dump on his device. The congre5smeli involved plead 
des~Congress is sure it has Mr. Carter for support from their colleagues, ex­
on ttfe run. It figures it can make him plaining that very little money is 
swaliow his pledge and accept this exam- involved. After a few years of tbis, they 
pto:or .···pork barreling" at its worst. switch and arg\le that the Federal GOv-

Tlle questionable projects Congress ernment now has so much invested in 
haS' stuffed into· this public works bill will . their pet project that it would be wastefUl 

to drop it. During the passage of one 
West Coast water supply project through 
Congress its cost went from a "token" $7 
million to an actual figure in excess of 
$200 million. 

Most of the "pork barrel" projects in 
the new legislation were initially chal­
lenged by the Water Resources Council, 
an agency created by President Carter to 
screen projects as part of his unprece­
dented public works reform effort. The 
finding was that these challenged proj-· 
ects shOuld be paid for - if at all - by 
private individuals or by state or local 
governments. 

Congress's response to this challenge 
to its traditional "pork barreling" is to 
move to eliminate the Water Resources 
Counctl by deleting its appropriation . 
from the public works legislation. Here is 
a display of arrogance that, of itself, 
merits the President's veto. 

So we hope Mr. Carter does veto this 
bfU. It is wastefUl. It is, as we said, a raw 
shoWing of political . arrogance on the 
part of congress. We also hope that, 
when the time comes, you will tell your 
representatives in Washington that this is 
a bad piece of legislation - and that 
President Carter's veto should stick. :t 
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Administ:-.::~:..:·::,· s Objections to the 
Energy and "'c:te:- :I)21:elopment Appropriations 

for 197~- H.R. 12928 ----
',;"'r:e bill restnres funding fer six water. proj-ects halted last year 
in a compromise between the Congress and the Administration. 

• Committee V:l.ew: 

1. The Conference report (H. 95-507} accompanying the 1978 
ap.propriation bill provided on page 37: 

2. 

3. 

"The conferees are agreed that the Cengress 
retains the right to sele:ct water resource projects 
for funding. 

"All authorized "~o:ater resource projects will be 
considered on their merits and each and every 
authorized project will be considered by the 
committees. in the deliberations on the 1979 
appropriation bill. 

"The elimination of funding for certain ongoing 
projects and the issue of ne new construction starts 
is a policy applied only to the 1978 appropriation." 

This text was read to a representative of the President prior to 
the -conferees signing the Conference report, who voiced no objection. 

Bayou Badeau and tributaries, Louisiana, is one of the proj;ects 
the Administration is referring to. This project was not halted 
last year, $1,200,000 '-'as included in the 1978 bill for this 
project. 

The Narrm,rs Unit, Colorado, was restudied during fiscal year 
1978 as agreed by the Congress and the Presiden·t. The study 
presented to the Committee and tne testimony of the Connnis·sioner 
of the Bureau of Reclamation before the Committee indicates 
that the project S•hould pr-oceed. The Administration decided to 
oppos-e this project on July 21, 1978,after the House had passed 
the bill. 

Yatesville Lake, Kentucky, was not funded in the 1978 appropriation. 
Ho"'ever, due to the testimony presented to the Com;nittee by Hembers 
of Congress an.d those residing in the area in strc::1g support of the 
project and after reviev.Ting the project data, the Committee felt 
that this was a very worthy proj.ect and includec :':1::Jding to 
continue construction in 1919~ 
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5. The three other projects objected to are Fruitland Hesa, 
Colorado; Savory-Pot Hook, Colorado; and Lukfata, Oklahoma. 
These projects were not funded in fiscal year 1978. However, 
after receiving testimony from members of the Colorado 
congressional delegation, the Governor of Colorado, and 
Oklahoma Congressmen, the Committee feels strongly that 
these projects should be restudied in view of water needs 
of the states. If after these studies. are concluded the 
projects p.rove to be unacceptable, they will not be funded 
for construction. 

6. Of the original 18 projects on the "HIT LIST" in 1978, in the 
1979 appropriation bill 6 are not funded, 4 are to be studied, 
and 8 are funded for construction. 



e Administration Objection: 

The bill funds excess new water p·roj ect construction starts. 

• Committee View: 

1. ·. The President recommended 18 new construction starts. and 8 new 
loans. The Congress approved 45 new construction starts and the 8 
new loans. Therefore, 27 new construction starts added by 
the Congress are viewed as excessive by the Administration. 

2. No new construction starts were included in the 1978 
appropriation. A total of 69 projects will be completed in 
1978 and 1979. This means that 24 more projects will be 
completed than started in 1978 and 1979. 

3. The Administration argues that their prop.osed construction 
starts were selected on the basis of economic soundness, 
readiness for construction, environmental quality, public 
benefit and budget limitations. They further argue that many 
of the 27 projects added by Congress are not fully planned, 
are excessively expensive, are not economically sound, cause 
unnecessary environmental damage or are very low priority 

~ investments. 

L_ 

The 27 projects added by Congress we·re selected using generally 
the same or more stringent criteria than that proposed by the 
Administration. For example: The 18 projects recommended by 
the Administration are not all fully planned, 1 of the 18 
projects has a benefit-to-cost ratio of only 1.09 to 1, 
1 is not fully authorized and several need some legislative 
action by Congress to enable construc,tion to proceed, a 
couple even have unresolved environmental issues. 

The 27 projects added by Congress are in many respects better 
projec,ts than those 18 proposed by the Administration. 



e Administration Objections: 

1. The hill appropriates funds to accelerate schedules for certain 
ongoing projects, disrupting planning and allocation of resources. 

and 

2. The bill rejects the full funding approach for new water projects; 
disguising their true total cost. 

• ~ittee View: 

1. The Congress did accelerate funding for some projects, while the 
President's budget proposed stre.tching out 46 construction 
projects for.up to 3 years through funding constraints, at the 
current inflation rate this would add substantially to the cost 
of these projects. Project benefits will be available only upon 
project completion. 

2. One of the arguments presented by the Administration for the 
full funding concept is that "Full funding gives more certainty 
that projects will proceed on optimum schedule, since their 
full costs are considered at the outset.". 

~ The Adminis·tration' s objections listed above are therefore 
contradictory. Is full funding to be provided so the Administration 
can slm.;r the construction rate or to accelerate projects? The 
Committee believes·that giving control of the rate projects are 
to proceed to an unelected bureaucrat at the Office of Management 
and Budget is not sound policy. This is demonstrated by the fact 
that 46 projects were proposed to be slowed in the 1979 Budget 
request. 

3. The Congress mustretain the right to determine the rate of 
completion for projects. The Connnittee holds extensive hearings 
each year to look into this area. The Connnittee must.look at 
the annual expenditure rate of government activities to make its 
report to the Budget Connnittee. It must include the expenditure 
level in its report, accompanying the bill, to the House. We 
have expenditure targets and ceilings in tl,le budget resolution 
for control. · 
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4. The total costs of projects are reviewed extensively by the 
Connnittee, along with all of the other criteria, in selecting 
ne\-1 project construction starts. These data are not hidden, 
they are available to all. The House rules require a display 
of the total outlays (expenditures) for the budget year and 
4 succeeding years for the items contained in the bill so that 
we can see the effects of Connnittee action in dollars spent. 



~. 

4 · .t.drdnistration Objectior:: 

T;;e bill mandates hiring 2,300 additional Federal employees in excess of 
agency needs. 

& Co::unittee View: 

1. For several years the Conunittee has agreed to reducing the Corps·of 
I.ngine:ers and Bureau of Reclamation employment through better manage­
ment techniques, contracting out certain functions that are more 
economically performed by the private sector, and cutting out the fat 
"~hich may have existed in these agencies. 

, we continue to rev:Lew the employment of all agencies for which we 
. have jurisdiction annually. 

2 •. If the Administration would review the employment in depth each year, 
giving minimal allowances for additional work assignments, the Committee 
would not feel it necessary to provide for additional positions. But, 
to say in our annual review of agency budget requests that the Congress 
should not look into the Federal employment of government agencies is 
to suggest that Congress should neither cut nor add funds related to 
personnel. 

3. During recent years, Congress or the Administration has made additional 
assignments.of workload to the agencies discussed. 

a .. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

g. 

Developing environmental impact statements 
The section 404 permit program 
The dam safety program 
Supervision of waste water treatment facilities for EPA 
Protection of visitors at recreational sites 
Operation and maintenance of completed projects as they 
come on line 
Corps work for foreign governments V.7hicb drain the staff 
which have to be replaced with inexperienced staff. 

Additional personnel have not been provided to carry but these functions. 
As a result, only about 70% of the Congressionally approved base program 
has been carried out by the Corps and the Bureau in recent years. 

If the Administration's point is to kill the regular progr.ams by applying 
artificially low employment ceilings, this should be made clear to the 
Congress. 

If the Administration feels that Congress should not recommend employ­
nent levels, then they should recognize the .legitimate need as additional 
functions are assigned. 



c Administration Objection: 

Tne bill abolishes the Water Resources Council by deleting all 
funding ($1. 3 million). 

• Committee View: 

1 •. The Water Resources Council was authorized 13 years ago. It has 
never adequately carried out. the .charter mandated by the Congress. 
Last year the President asked that it be extended one year to 
develop a new water resource program. Tha.t program was developed, 
but it was developed too late to be considered by the Congress 
for the 1979 budget cycle; it was developed several months 
later than promised to the Committee; and a formal transmittal 

.to the authorizing committees and appropriation committees had 
not been made at the time the bill passed. 

2. Again for 1979 the President asked fora one-year extension of 
the Council. The House did not proVide for the extension in 
author.izing legislation. However, the Senate did continue the 
Council for one year and the conferees agreed to an extension 
of only one year. This action was agreed to in the Congress 
after ac.tion on the appropriation bill. 

3. The House Appropriations Committee was not informed -ef the series 
of letterss signed by the President on July 12, 1978, to various 
agencies directing them to carry out certain assignments related 
to his proposed water policy, including proposed assignments 
to the Water Resources Council. 

4. It is the Committee's view that the Council is but another layer 
of bureaucracy and the argtnnents presented to continue the Council 
run contrary to the arguments presented to limit the increase 
in positions for the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation who are expected to take on added tasks with an ever 
decreasing employment level arbitrarily imposed by OMB. 
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Conclusion 

• Tne President Supports: 

1. The bill's provisions for energy research and development funding. 

2. $2.5 billion in 1979 funding for water projects with total cost 
of $35 billion, including 26 water project starts which will 
cost $640 million. 

3. The Committee action which permits final resolution of the breeder 
reactor issue in the context of the/Department of Energy 
authorization. 

e Committee View: 

1. The President insists on his budget recommendation for water 
projects. He apparently will not recognize the role of Congress 
in developing the appropriation bill for the water projects. 

2. While he approves the ongoing construction program and he 
indicates the total cost of it would be $35 billion, he fails 
to point out that only $18 billion is required to complete the 
ongoing construction program after 1979. About half the construction 

·cost will have been expended .. 
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168 Setting National Priorities: The 1971 Budget 

thelollowing exchange, taken from a Senale hearing some vears <!gO 

on appropriations dealing with full funding: 
~---· . n· 

GENERAL ITSCHNER [Corps of Engineers]. What I am proposing is: 
For construction projects we would come to you just or:~ce for a single 
appropriation. 

Ifwe needed more money later, if we could not do the job for the amount 
that we originally said we would require, then we would have to come 
before you to explain why, and obtain an additional appropriation. 

But we would still appear before you every year anyway, both for the 
new starts and for operation and maintenance and any other expenses. 

SENATOR x: Are you suggesting that a Jump sum appropriation for a 
project such as John Day Dam, that cost how much? 

. GENERAL JTSCHNER: S41 8 million or something like that. 
SENATOR x: Talk about shouting pork barrel, you would really get it 

there I guess. That would make the initiation of a large project almost 
impossible. · 

GEMRAL ITSCHNER.: This is just a suggestion. I recognize that dis­
advantage. 

SENATOR x: \Ve would consider it a disadvantage. 
GENERAL JTSCHNER: There are many disadvantages to it, but in the 

end l think it would save money. I recognize there are problems in doing 
it. But after the first year or two, after the system was put into effect, the 
overall bill should be no greater than it isnow. 

SEK-HOR x: I understand that, but without having studied the matter 
too deeply, I feel that the public reacti·on to a request for say a tenth or a 
fifth of the total cost of a project is bad enough, without going into this. 

The first thing opponents ofresource development would say is, "Look 
at the money that is being appropriated over the budget this year" when · 
as a matter of fact, under the present system, if you were to provide funds 
to start the John Day Dam which would probably take six or seven years . 
to build, you would provide only that amount of money required for the 
first year. 

SENATOR Y: If we asked for the tota-l amount we wouldn't get it. 
SENATOR x: Tnat is the point. I belie,'e that it would be much more 

difficult to obtain the funds for new starts under that system than under 
· the present method. 

~--~--~--~------------------~----~--·~ 
Impacted Aid 

"Impacted aid" is the program under which thefederal government 
provides assistance to school districts that have a significant number 
of students whose parents are federal employees. l i1e program origi-: 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78 

·Frank Moore 

The attached was returned in 
the President's outbox today 
and is forwarded to you for 
your information. 

Rick Hutcheson 
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FOR STAFFING 
FOR INFORMATION 

~-- FROM PRESIDENT'S OUTBOX ... 
LOG IN/TO PRESIDENT TODAY 
IMMEDIATE TURNAROUND 
NO DEADLINE 
LAST DAY FOR ACTION 

ADMIN CONFIDENTIAL 
CONFIDENTIAL 
SECRET 
EYES ONLY 

VICE PRESIDENT ARAGON 
JORDAN BUTLER 
EIZENSTAT H. CARTER 
KRAFT CLOUGH 
LIPSHUTZ CRUIKSHANK 
MOORE FALLOWS 
POWELL FIRST LADY 
RAFSHOON GAMMILL 
WATSON HARDEN 
WEXLER HUTCHESON 
BRZEZINSKI LINDER 
MCINTYRE MARTIN 
SCHULTZE MOE 

PETERSON 
PETTIGREW 

ADAMS PRESS 
ANDRUS SANDERS 
BELL VOORDE 
BERGLAND WARREN 
BLUMENTHAL WISE 
BROWN 
CALIFANO 
HARRlS 
KREPS 
MARSHALL 
SCHLES.INGER 
STRAUSS 
VANCE 



~.~ ~.:;·FH ~ ilijt;.M< ;~;. y;(lf•.;f -~~ij]t.:.J~i'll 

.for Fr~eerv~tttJn r•'~" 
·····! 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 205l5 

TOM BEVILL 
FOURTH OtSl:RICT 

ALABAMA 

September 27, 1978 

Dear Mr. President: 

Thank youfor the letter summarizing your objec­
tions to the Energy and Water Development Appropriations 
Bill for L9~9 (H.R. 12928). I have reviewed the letter 
and the attachments in great detail. Since the House 

.has already adopted the conference report o.n this Bill, 
there are only a couple of items the Congress could 
address at this late date. 

I contacted Frank Moore and expressed my desire to 
review with you the objections as expressed in the letter. 
Unfo.rtunately, Frank advised me that your schedule was 
full and we. could not meet. At your direct.±on, I am 
meeting with your representatives this morning. 

Mr. President, it is unfo·rtuna te that communication 
betwe.en the Administration and the Congress: has· not been 
better this· year. Perhaps a great deal of the confusion 
about this bill could h'ave been eliminated. 

Mr. President, it has always been the. desire of 
my subcommittee to work with you in a reasonable way 
and in the best interest of our country, and we will 
continue to do so. 

TB;gf 

The President 
The White House 
Washington~ D. C. 

Very respectfully yours, 

Tom Bevill, M. C. 
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THE PRESIDENT AND MRS. CARTER'S 
ATTENDANCE AT THE 1978 DEMOCRATIC GALA 

Wednesday, September 27, 1978 

Washington Hilton Hotel 

Attire: Black Tie 

The President and ·Mrs. Carter board 
motorcade on South Grounds. 

MOTORCADE DEPARTS South Grounds en route 
Washington Hilton Hotel. 

(Driving time: 5· minutes) 

MOTORCADE ARRIVES Washington Hilton Hotel 
(Terrace Level). 

PRESS P.OOL COVERAGE 
CLOSED ARRIVAL 

The President and Mrs. Carter proceed 
to llolding room via elevator. 

The President and Mrs. Carter arrive holding 
room. 

PERSONAL/STAFF TIME: 2 minutes 

The President and Mrs. Carter. ~depart 
holding room en route offstage announcement 
area. 

The President and Mrs. Carter arrive 
offstage announcement area and ,pause. 

Announcement of the President and Mrs. 
Carter by Vice President Mondal·e. 

The President and Mrs. Carter proceed inside 
International Ballroom en-route stage. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 
ATTENDANCE: llOOO 
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The President arrives stage and proceeds 
to podium .• 

. NOTE: Mrs. Carter will be escorted to 
her table, • 

. Presidential remarks. 

FULL PRESS COVERAGE 

Remarks conclude. 

The President proceeds to Table #53. 

The President arrives Table #53 and takes· 
his sea.t. for entertainment. 

Comedy Act by Monteith and Rand. 

. Musical performance by Diana Ross. 

Entertainment concludes. 

Thank you to guests by Chairman John 
White. 

The President and Mrs. Carter, escorted by 
John White, proceed.to motorcade for 
boarding, greeting the crowd along the way • 

. MOTORCADE DEPARTS·Washington Hilton Hotel 
en route South Grounds. 

(Dr.iving time: S·· niinutes) 

MOTORCADE ARRIVES South Grounds. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Tim Kraft 

The attached was returned in 
the President's outbox: It is 
forwarded to you for appropriate 
handl;ing. 

Rick Hutcheson 

..... ~ . 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 26, 1978 

HE:I1.C'?.-ANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

TIM KRAFT'K FRO.H: 

SUBJECT: Ambassadorial Appointment to Tunisia 

Attached is the background information on a career officer 
Secre-tary Vance recommends for nomination for Tunisia. 
Dr. Brzezinski concurs~ with this choice. 

Stephen W. Bosworth --- Tunisia 

/Approve Disapprove ----

-----d 

. -:~ ::: 
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· fnr Pt4tserv~•~~ PI''P"f'~ 

DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR. MANAGEMENT 

WASHINGTON 

Offt·ctAL US·E 
·oNLY 

September 19, 1978 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

SUBJECT: 

The Honorable 
Tim Kraft 
The White House 

Ben H. Read~ 
Ambassadorial Appointments 

Secretary Vance has decided to recommend that a 
career officer should be nominated for the following 
country: 

Tunisia Stephen w. Bosworth 

Biographic information is attached. We will begin 
the various clearance procedures upon receiving the 
Pres·ident' s approval. 

Attachment: 

As stated. 

OfftCIAL US.£ 
n ~' w_.y 



. . 
CANDIDATE FOR TUNISIA 

NAME: Stephen W. Bosworth 

AGE: 38 

AREAS OF EXPERIENCE: .La tin America, Europe 

COUNTRIES OF EXPERIENCE: Panama, Spain, France 

FOREIGN LANGUAGES: Spanish, French 

RANK: Foreign Service Officer of Class I 

EDUCATION: AB, Dartmouth Colleg.e, 1961 
nd, Florida State University, 1.963 
nd, George Washington University, 1967 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 

1976 .... present 

1974 

1973 .,... 
1971 
1967 -
1964 .... 

1964 
1963 ..... 
1962 

1976 

1974 
1973 
1971 
1967 

1964 
1963 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 
. Economic and Business Affairs 
·office Director for .Fuels and Energy, Bureau 

of Economic and Business Affairs 
Detached, Continental Illinois National Bank 
Economic/Commercial Officer, Paris 
Economic/Commercial Officer, Madrid 
Country Officer, Bureau of Inter .... American 
Affairs 

Economic Officer, Panama 
Principal Officer, Colon 
International Relations O·f.f.icer, Panama 

Still 38 years of age, the youngest Class I officer in the 
,Foreign Service and a.Deputy Assistant .Secretary in the 
Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Bosworth is one of 
the most outstanding officers . in the Service. . He has proven 
his skills as an observer, analyst and reporter. The leader ... 
ship and negotiating talents demonstrated in the formulation 
and executJ:on of U.S.. policies on energy and on the North ... 
Southdialogue, and . .as head of a u.s. delegation and co ... 
chairman of the participating industrialized countries in 
the. Energy Commission.of the Conference on International 
Economic Cooperation, qualify him well for difficult and 
sensitive executive positions. At this time in his extra ... 
ordinarily promising career he is a natural candidate for 
chief of mission in a volatile country like Tunisia where 
political stability and economic growth are intertwined. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78. 

Jim Mcintyre 
Frank Moore 
The attached was re.turned in 

.the President's outbox today 
and is forwarded to you for 
your information. The signed. 
original has been given to 
Bob Linder f.or a,ppropriate 
handling.· 

Rick Hutcheson 

cc: Bob Linder 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM:· 

SUBJECT: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20S03 

THE PRESIDENT 

J:ames T. Mcintyre, 

Eleventh 1978 Special Mess'a.ge under 
t·he Impoundmen·t Coht.rol. Act of 1974 

The elev:enth 1978 special mess()ge to the Congress under· the 
Impoundment Control Act of 197.4 is ,attached for yo'Ur 

.signature. 

This message contains a single resciss:ion ·proposal of 
$10.8 mil'l.ion in annua,l funds fo,r the Department of_ Labor • s 
program for Community Service Employm.ent for Older 
Americans. This prog,ram. provides part-time work .· 
opportunities, generally at the minimum wage., for low-income 

.. persons over the age of 55. These funds, which are pa.rt of 
a $21.3 million appropriation included in the~Second 
Supplemental Appropr iat.i.ons Act, 19'7.8, are bei.ng recommen'ded 
for rescission because they will not be needed to accomplish 
the purposes for·whic'h they we.re appropriated. 

The .$21. 3 mill ion in supplemental funds was intended to 
cover only the costs o.f statutory increases ln the minimum 
wag:e from the date of pa,ssage of the supplemental .. to 
June 30, 1979. However, with the delay in congressional 
action to provide the funds, only $10.5 m.illion is now 
needed. Obl iga.tion of the excess amount would increase the 
program above the level of 47 ,50'0 enrollees which was cited 
in the House and Senate Appropriations Committees' reports 
as the approved program level, and was the basis for your 
FY 1979 budget. request. If the excess funds were used--as 
the recipient groups recommend--the higher program level 
would increa.se spendi.ng in 1979, 1980, and the out-years. 

TWO SIGNATURES REQUESTED 

.. : 



2 

The Impo;undment Control Act of 1974 intends that the 
Cong re.ss shall have 45 days of continuous session in which · 

____ to consider a rescission proposal and provides author'i ty to 
you to withhold the associated funds during the 45-day 
period. Because of this intention, rescission proposals of 
fund's which lapse at the end o·f the fisca-l year are not 
usually transmittad when less than 45 days remain in the 
fiscal year. However, since these funds are in excess of 
the amount needed cto finance the minimum wage increas'e.s of 
the· planned (and congress•ionally-approved) prog-ram level, a 
re•serve for savings in the amount of $10.8 million ha_s been 
e.stabl ished and should be reported to the Congress as a 
rescission proposal. 

Because the reserve will preclude obligation of the funds 
until their ava.ilability ends, the Gene.ral Accounting Offic·e 
may be critical of this action. However, the programmatic 
·basis for the reserve as discussed above, makes it 
appropriate d.espi te possible cr i tici.sm. 

Analysis of Budget Costs 

If you transmit this rescission proposal to the Congress, 
the planned--and congressionally-intended--program level 
~ill be maintained~ If you do not transmit this ~roposal 
and if the funds are released for obligation, additional 
outlays of $10.B million in 1979 and comparable increases in 
1980 and the out-years would result. 

Age.ncy and White House Views 

I The Department. of La~or, the_ C'ongresslonal Liaison Staff, 
_and the Domestlc Polley S-taff have not reported any _ _. 
objection to this item. - - -

Recomm.endation 

Because these funds will lapse on September 30, 1978, I 
recommend that the special message be transm-itted_ to the 
Congress as soon as possibl&. 

Attachment 

· ... 
.. -

.::.'· 
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TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STJ\TES: 

In accordance with the· Impoundment Control Act of 

1974, I herewith propose rescission of $10.8 million in 

employment .and training .funds appropriated to the 

Department of Labor. 

The details of the proposed rescission are contained 

in the attached report~ 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

... ,. : . 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78 

Fran Voorde 
Phil Wise. 

The attached was returned in 
the Presid.ent's outbox: It is· 
forwarded to you for appropriate 
hand~ing. 

Rick Hutcheson 

cc: Zbig Brzezinski 

4863 
~ DECLASS~D 

· Per; Rae Project· 
ESDNi NLC- IJ.C~t'-'1~ 2YF~I ~s 

m. ;.:.S .....tOO'-DAlE 1,1«,1/ 3. 



~ M~MORANDUM 

CONF~L 
z;;;;"'"' 

MEr.10RANDm1 FOR: 

FROM; 

SUBJECT; 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Septe~er 26, 1978 

THE PRESIDENT 

t£3. ZBIGNIIDW BRZEZINSKI 

Appointment with. Tom Watson 

I understand th.at an appo.intment with you is being considered. 
for Tom Watson, head of the ACDA General Advisory Committee. 
I recommend tha·t · you agree to see Tom. As we look .· tm•1ard com­
pletion of SALT and CTB in coming months, it will.be important 
to have the cooperation and support of the General Advisory 
Committee and Watson in the ratification process. · 

Additionally, you should know that he will be carrying a 
unanimous recommendation ,i;rom the Coi11lllittee concerning MAP. 

~· Their· view is that M:.l\P will not. solve the Minuteman Vulner~ 
3 . · .. 

ability problem, will raise verification problems in SALT 
and prove politically unacceptable to t:he American-public. 
This conclusion is an important development g.iven the diver.sity 
of views in that group. ·· , 

A br,ief meeting with Wats.on could pay important dividends j.n the 
SALT ratification proces:s. 

OECLASSifltO · 

Per; Rae Project . . . = .. 
". .. . . 11··~ ,-li,~l-5 

. ESON; NLC- . •' " . 

~DAlE £44 h. 

. : __ ._.·,. 
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. THE WHITE'HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Mr,. Pre·s:ident: 
9/27/78 

This is on your two-

weeker for wed. Oct. 11 . 

Phil 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I N'GTON 

PHOTO OPPORTUNITY WITH PAUL "'ROBBIE" ROBINSON 

I. PURPOSE 

Wednesday, September 27 
2: 4,0 p •. m. 
Oval Office 

From: Frank Moore~ .• 'jt~. '' 
Les Francis~~ 

A photo with the President. 

II. PARTICIPANTS AND PRESS PLA:N 

A. Participants: The :£>resident 
"Robbie" Robinson 

B. Press Plan: 

III. BACKGROUND 

Sadie Robinson (his wife) 
Susan. Robinson (his daughter) 
Les Francis will accompany 

White House photograph only 

"Robbie" Robinson was one of your eariliy supporters in 
California and worked full-time a'S a volunteer during 
the campaign. He. introduced you at a large fundraiser 
in the Beverly Hilton Hotel on May 20, 1976. Though 
he is a retiree, he presently works full-time at the 
Los Angeles headquarters of the Democratic State Central 
Committ.ee and is looking forward to helping the campaig,n 
in 1980:. 

Mr. Robinson wrote to Les Franc.is requesting a brief 
handshake with yol:l while visiting in Washington. He 
will be accompanied by his wife, Sadie and his daughter, 
Susan. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 26, 1978 

M·EETING WITH SENATOR J. BENNETT JOHNSTON 
Wednesday, September 27, 1978 

~'."lcl9.13 p.m. (15 minute.s) 
The Oval Office J 
From: Frank Moore{tf'/f 

.,. . I J Pl\.1 

I. PURPOSE 

To g.ive you an opportunity to explain to the· Senator, 
personally, what his. problems· are with the public works 
appropriation bill. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS &. PRESS PLAN 

A. Backg;round: Senator Johnston considers the p1;1blic 
works b1ll to be his bill. It emerg.ed from his 
Appropriations· Subcommittee and he visualizes 
the many future opportunities to use the water 
bill to his own advantage iR the Senate. He 
wiilil consider a veto of this bill to be a personal 
affront and will fight it: viciously and. effectively. 

The Senator's first blow has been a letter to you 
from 50 Senators urging that you not veto the bill. 
We believe that we have a chance to get as many as 
10 of those Senators to oppose an override attempt, 
however. 

Senator Byrd is likely to cal.l up the conference 
report today (Wedne.sday afternoon).. We have decided 
not to fight the conference report on the Senate 
floor. If Senate pas·sage occurs today, you can 
expect the bill on your desk by Monday of next week 
at the latest, and possibly by tomorrow (Thursday) 
at the earliest. 

B. Par·ticipants: The President, Senator Johnston, Stu 
Eizensta·t, Jim Mcintyre, Frank Moore 
and Bob Thomson. 

C. Press: White House photo only. 
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III. TALKING POINTS 

1. Six projects terminated after the difficult battle 
and compromise last year are reinstated in this bill. 
The Administration carefully studied these projects 
and although I agreed to let a number of other unsound 
projects proceed, I cannot accept the reinstatement 
of these six: 

I cannot 
No amount of 
acceptable. 

Yatesville (Kentucky) 
Lukfata (Oklahoma) 
Bayou Bodcau (Louisiana) 
Narrows (Colorado) 
Savery-Pot Hook (Colorado) 
Fruitland Mesa (Colorado) 

I 

\ 
I 
I 

these projects. 
make these projects 

2 • Although I proposed 2 6 new water ~:I:'-Eiq.eu::.:J;..s...,--'Cflte---e-:~:1:---­
not only funds these but includ 27 additional 
The 27 include projects which have~~~~~~~~~~aD~~ 
Some have not met legal requirements; some are economically 
or environmentally unsound; some are low priorities we 
simply can't support in a tight year (recreational boat 
harbors, for example). In all, they cost $1.2 billion more 
than our request for 26 projects. 

3. The bill mandates the addition ~~mployees to the 
Corps of Engineers and Bureau o~ion. We can't 
hold back the growth of bureaucracy with sue ts .. ---~ 

4. The bill deletes funding for t e Water Resources Council 
(only $1.3 million). While I'm that the Water 
Resources Council has been criticized for inaction in the 
past, I've given them important new assignments to help 
assure consistency and coordination. This will help 
the water resource program, not hurt it. 

5. The bill doesn't use t 11 full fundin 11 pproach for 
new starts. This is a procedure which is 
very important to me. I proposed 26 new starts this year 
by requesting their full cost, including inflation ($604). 
Yet this bill funds 53 new projects costing $1.8 billion 
with an appropriation of only $104 million. 

6. I'm not anti-water projects. I suppo struction 
on water projects costing a to My FY 1979 
request for water projects · $2.5 the 
first President in four years new water project 
starts. I compromised last year and accepted a number of 
projects I personally did not believe should be built. 
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7. Senator Johnston may talk about the support this 
bill enjoyed ~n the Senate. The bill passed 89 to 5 
and the confere:rtce report will pass easily tomorrow. 
A good response to that is that we made our position 
known at every step of the way, but still we did not 
choose to engage in a divisive floor fight on this 
sensitive issue in the middle of a legislative session. 

8. The Senator may claim he received inadequate notice of 
your problems with the bill. In fact, Stu Eizenstat 
and Jim Mcintyre saw him personally p_rior to subcommittee 
mark-up, and Mcintyre sent a number of letters 
expressing the Administration's concern at each step 
of the process. Mcintyre will have copies of the 
letters at the meeting. More than that, however, 
your position on full funding, the six resurrected 
projects and excessive mandated hiring has been readily 
apparent for nearly a year. 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

J. Bennett Johnston Wife: Mary 
Administration Support: 44.9% 

Committees: 
Committee on Appropriations (10) 
Committee on the Budget (8) 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources(3) 



MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROJYI: 

.SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 25, 1978 

THE PRESIDENT 

ANNE WEXLER 
FRANK MOORE 
STU EIZENSTAT 

Attached Memorandum and Fact 
Shee·t f·or Congressmen ~ilright 
and Bevill 

In your meeting with Congressmen Wright and Bevill,· you 
indica.ted that we would supply them with a specific list 
of the Administration's objections to the bill. \ve believe 
that this information should be sent as a fact sheet with 
a cover letter from Frank Moore.. Draft materials are 
attached. 

There is one issue of potential concern in.the Public Works 
Appropriations bill which is not addressed fully in the 
letters or fac.t sheet~ This deals with the CRBR. He feel 
strongly.that the letters and fact sheet should be sent 
as drafted, but wanted you to be aware of the potential 
problem posed b~ the bill. 

Background 

e The Public Works Appropriations bill provides funding 
for the CRBR, but Report language makes clear that 
these monies may be spent on such other projects or 
facilities as.may be authorized in the Department of 
Energy Authorization bill. 

o If the CRBR issue is resolved in the DOE Authorization 
hill along the lines discussed with Senator McClure, 
the CRBR may be discontinued, and funds directed to 
the conceptual design study and the breeder base pro­
gram. 

• We have long maintained that the Authorization bill, 
not the Appropriations bill, is the correct legislative 
vehicle for resolution of the CRBR issue. The Appropria­
tions Committee action making this appropriation subject 
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to C.'.ltnorization is a good step forward in accomplishing 
this goal. (You will recall that last year, the · 
appro;::::-ia-::.ion for the CRBR was not subject to authoriza­
tion, -~"-e::-eby nullifying your veto of· the authorization 
bill.} As drafted the attached letter reflects Admin­
istration appreciation of"this positive step. 

There is however, a potential danger in this approach. If 
no Department· of. Energy Authorization bil.l is enacted this 
year, the Appropriation bill as it now stands would require 
continuing expenditures for the CRBR. That is, no authority 
to discontinue or terminate. the CRBR would be expressly 
available, and.funds would have to be spent on the project 
until such time as an Authorization bill could be enac.ted. · 
The consequences· of such a circumstance would be: 

e Continuation of the current level of expenditures on 
the CRBR (about $14 million per month). No construction 
activities would be required, howe.ver. 

e A lower level of expenditures on the breeder base pro­
gram than agreed to in discussions with Senator McClure. 

If this contingency were to arise, the-sentence ·in the !ll 

attached letter to Bevill andWright that the issue should 
be resolVed in the context of the Authorization bill, would 
support continued legislative e-fforts. next year. It would 
also permit you to press a legal ca,se. which we believe may 
be q.vailable to begin discontinuation of the CRBR, if it were 
to become clear ·that no DOE Authorization bill will be ·forth­
coming next year. 

We have discussed this matter carefully with Frank Moore's 
staff and DOE. . Jim Free and Schlesinger feel strongly, 
and we agree, that raising.th.e CRBR as .an issue in the· 
Public Works Appropriations bill will virtually guarantee<·: · 
an override of your veto .. · The Administration position on · 
the CRBR has been extremely unpopular. in the· House, and: 
raising it is highly likely to cost us the votes which will · 

·be needed to sustain a veto. Similarly, this action could 
jeopardize our chances for sustaining a veto in the Senate, 
although mos.t of your legislative advisors feel that an 
override in the House will inevitably lead an override in 
the Senate (regardless of whether the CRBR issue is raised). 
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Since :r-aising the CRBR issue can only hurt your position 
on both the CRBR and water projects, we are convinced 
that it should not be raised. The assertion that the 
CRBR should be :r-esolved in the Authorization bill gives you 
the maximum :;:;:r-otection we can reasonably expect if the DOE 
Authorization bill in not enacted this year. 

APPROVE 

DISAPPROVE .. · ~ 

8· Attachments 

.·. ·., 
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ADHINISTRATION'S CONCERNS ABOUT H. R. 12928 

Summarv 

The Presi.dent supports most of the items in the bill, 
including: 

the bill's provisions for energy research and 
development funding; 

$2.5 billion in FY.l.979 funding for water projects 
with total costs of more than $35 billion, includ-· 

·. ing 26 new water project starts which will cost .. 
$640 million. 

the Committee action which permits f.inal resolution. 
of the breeder reactor issue in t11e context of the 
Department of Energy Authorization bill. 

Specific Objections 

e The. bill restores funding for six water projects 
halted last year in a compromise between the Cong-. 
ress and the Administration. 

These unsound proj·ects would cost more than 
$580 million to complete. 

Three .are funded for "study" just to keep them 
alive. No further study is needed to determine 
they are unjustified investments. 

Three are.funded for construction. 

All six projects have been exhaustively reviewed. 

o The bill funds excess new water project construction 
starts:. 

The President proposed 26 new construction 
starts· costing a total of $640 million. 

After extensive study and review of agency pro-· 
cedures, the President's water policy emphasized 
the need for consistent criteria to assure that 
sound projects are funded. The 26 new starts 
were selected on the basis of economic soundness, 
readiness for construction, environmental quality, 
public benefit and budget limitations. 
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The bill funds 27 additional new construction 
.:::t.=.r~s costing a total of almost $1.2 billion, 
m='king a total of 53 ner11 projects costing more 
than $1.8 billion. 

Many of the 27 added projects have not been 
fully planned, are excessively expensive, are 
not economically sound, cause unnecessary 
environmental damage or are very low prior.ity 
investments. 

e The bill appropriates funds to accelerate schedules 
for ce·rtain ongoing projects, disrupting planning 
and allocation of resources. 

The bill mandates hiring 2,.300. additional Federal 
employees in excess of agency needs. . 

This is a ·6·% increase in personnel for the corps 
of Engineers (civil functions) and a 6% increase 
for the Bureau of Reclamation (full-time perma­
nent employees). 

Hiring of unneeded personnel is expensive. (over 
$50 million per year for 2,300 new employees) 

.and permanently increases the size of the 
bureaucracy. 

• The bill abolishes the Water Resources Council by 
deleting all funding ($1.3 million). 

WRC is made up of all the agencies with water 
programs and is thus better suited than any . 
single agency to coordinate water programs •... · 

WRC has been given important new assignments to 
help implement. the President's water policy,· .. 
including the development of consistent water 
project planning requirements, reviewing project 
planning to facilitate selectionof new projects 
and implementing g.rant. programs for State. water 
planning and conserva.tion. 

WRC is a vital link with States, funding State 
water planning programs. 
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A small investment in coordination can save 
much more by making the government's water pro­
grams more efficient and consistent. 

The bi.ll rejects the full funding approach for new 
water projects, disguising their true total cost. 

·New construction starts are begun -- inextric­
ably committing the Federal government to .· .. 
project completion -- on the basis of funding.:· 
for only .one year. . · · · 

The President proposed appropriations of 
$640 million to fully pay for 26 new water .· 
project S·tarts. 

This bill adds .27 morenew projects with a cost 
to com:plete of almost $1 •. 2 billion. 

But this bill provides only the first year's 
funding for all 53 projects -- appropriating 
only $103 million. While the bill provides 
less funding this year than requested by the 
President, it actually triples the government's 
financial obligation. 

Full funding gives more certainty that projects 
will proceed on optimum schedule, since their 
full costs are considered a.t the outset. 

~ : ' 

• • ·~ I • • 



Dear Mr. Majority Leader: 

The President has asked me to follow up on your meeting · 
with him last Friday by providing you with a summary of 
the Administration's objections to the Public Works 
Appropriation bill. Our concerns are enumerated in the 
attached. 

I would emphasize that the Administration supports the 
energy portions of H.R. 12928. We are also pleased that 
the Statement of Managers permits resolution of the Clinch 
River Breeder Reactor issue in the context of the Depart­
ment of Energy Authori~ation legislat~on. 

I hope the attached is helpful to you.· If you have 
further questions, I wo1:1ld be happy to discuss them with 

.you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank B. Moore 
Assistant to the President 
For Congressional Liaison 

The Honorable James C. Wright, Jr. 
Majority Leader 
u.s. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Attachment 



SepL ...... _ 

Dear Congressnan Bevill: 

The President has asked me to follow up on your·meeting 
wit!} him last Friday by providing you with a sUmmary of 
the Administration's objections to the Public Works. 
Appropriation bill. Our concerns are enumerated in the 
attached. 

I would emphasize that the Administration supports the 
energy portions of H.R. 12928. We are also pleased that 
the Statement of Managers permits resolution of the Clinch 
River Breeder Reactor issue in the context of the Depart-
ment of EnergyAuthorization legislation. 

I. hope the attached is. helpful to you. If you have 
further questions, I would be happy to discuss them with 
you. 

The Honorable Tom Bevill 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank B.. Moore 
Assistant to the President 
For Congressional Liaison 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Attachment 

..... 



I. PURPOSE. 

THE WHITE HOUS:E 

WASHINGTON 

September 26, 19·78 

PHOTO OPPORTUNITY AND HAND SHAKE 
WITH DIANA ROSS AND FAMILY 

AND MONTEITH AND RAND 

The Oval Office 
September 27, 1978 

ll:~SA (10 mi~ 

From: Jerry RatV 

\h rr A.M 

To gree-t Diana Ross, her parents and her children, and 
Monteith and Rand, a new comedy team. Miss Ross and 
Monteith and Rand will be performing at the,President's 
Dinner tonight. · 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS, AND PRESS PLAN. 

The participants will be: 

Diana Ross - You met her at Warren Beatty's party in. 
California during.the campaign. 

Mr. and Mrs. (Ernestine) John Jordan - Diana's parents. 
Mrs. Jordan is from Alabama and Mr. Jordan 
was born in Ben Hill County, Georgia. 

Chudney, Rhonda and Tracee Silberstein - Diana's children. 

Sheldon Berger- Miss Ross's manager 

·Mr. and Mrs. Jim Lipton - Jim produced the Inaugural Gala 
and you have met him on several oc.casi.ons. 
He made the arrangements for Diana· to be a 
part of the DNC dinner. 

Suzanne Eckmann and- John Monteith - Monteith and RaRd, 
one o-f the:~ hottest comedy acts in New York. 
They will also be performing at the dinner. 

Malcolm Brav:eman - Manager for Monteith and Rand. 

A White House photographer will be present. 



THE: WHITE: HOUSE: 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78 

Stu Eizenstat 

The attached was returned in 
the President's outbox; It is 
forwarded to you for appropriate 
handFng. 

Rick Hutcheson 

cc: Jim Mcintyre 
Frank Moore 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/26/78 

Mr. President: 

Comments fr.om Jim Mcintyre· 
and Stu Eizenstat are 
attached. 

Congres·sional Liaison agre~s · 
with Stu and Jim that you 
should defe.r ·a decision on 
meeting. with the conferees 
.at this time. CL ·comments 
that susta-ining .a veto ori 
this issue may depend on our 
ability to drive a wedge 
between the highway ·lobby 
and the mass transit lobby. 

Rick 
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'"' Pr~Aaervatlon Pmvoses 

FROM,: 

SUBJECT: 

Summa·ry 

Brock Adams 

Highway/Transit Co 

I am writi.ng to ask for:- your pe.r:-sonal invo·lvement in the upcoming 
lifi ghway /Transit Confer:-ence in a~n effort to, br:-i:r:~g our fight to· a 
successful conclosion. 

As you know, the. Senate has passed our highway bill with few additions, 
but it r:~ow faces a complicated .conference wfth an expensive House bill 
whkh we have fought. At our urging, the hi'ghway bill was for the first 
Ume merged with the mass. transit authorization. Although the transit 
authori zati·on 1 evels exceed our recommendations, we can continue the 
fight over transit funding i!n the appropri·ati ons .process whe,re the 
Transportat:ion Appropriations Subcommittees have to some extent been 
supportive of the Administration•s budget.·· Most highway funds, 
however, are not subject to the appropriations process. 

The veto may be your only alternative to striking a bargain with the 
Congress, and the Congress may not ha·ve sufficient Ume to restructure 
an acceptable lbill. lf the House cont;i;nues to insist on inflationary 
spending 1 evel~s and a veto becomes necessa1r:-y, :our side of the. argument 
must be clearl·y. understood by the public. 

Calling the conferees to the Oval Office would demonstrate. your 
personal interest tn a program which is important to the economy of 
every state and would represent one last attempt to head off chaos. 

Backgroond 

The great irony of the Surface Tra111sportation fight is that we have 
heard so little of the 'historic packa.ge which has passed the Senate, 
while attention has been focused on a typicaHy expensive House bill. 

Senators Rando 1 ph and Bentsen have gui:ded through a bi 11 which closely . 
parallels your recommendations. We worked successfully to avoid all but 
$75 million in additional funding which was proposed on the Ser:~ate 
floor. The bill greatly improves the ~tructure of the highway 
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program, and takes steps to achieve a substantial degree .of coordination 
.with urba·n and. rura 1 public tra.nsporta ti on. The traris it section of 
the package was sponsored by Senator Williams and l:argely .agrees with 
your recommendations, but exceeds the ·AdministraUon•s authorizat.ion 
levels.. The four year aggregate Senate: authorization lev-els wUl 
probably exceed our initial recommendation by $1.6 bill ion . 

. The House bill is a di:fferent story. While the Public Works CommHtee 
·accepted some of your structural recommendations, it turned its .back 
·on your budget. We were, therefore, forced to fight as fo 11 ows: 

Public Works Commi:ttee. We first attempted to promote substantial 
budget cuts in Committee, but eould raise no more than 7 votes for 
our amendments. Our argument for fiscal restraint was overcome :by 
the Committee•s tradi't.ional pride of authorship and careful use of 
11 pork barrel .. .projects. That was buttressed. this' y:ear by the friend­
~hip and ·sympathy felt for the Hot:Jse bill• s. chief sponsor, Congressman 
J·im Hbwa·rd, who returned. from a sick bed and a heart attack to 11ead · 
full committee .mark-up. · · 

Ways and Means .Coinmittee. T:he next field of battle was the Ways 
and .Means Committee Which must approve the extEmston of the Highway 
Trust Fund before the authorization ;,s sent to the Hous·e. floor. 
Ordi;na·rHy, the. extenston is .perfunctory, but thi:s yea.r ·with t·he 
assi'stance .of Barber ·Conable and: Sam Gi.bbons.we. worked to reduce 
auth6rization levels. 

The highway portion of the Howard bHl called for $45.8 .billion over 
4 years in Highway Trust Fund-supported autho.rizations .. During those 

·same years, the income to the Trust Fund from. taxes and :l·nte.rest would 
produce onlY $33.8 bi 11 ion. The Co nab 1 e:..Gi.bbons A.mendment sought to 

I. 

· 1 imi t annua-l highway expendi'tures to the a~ount broughtd.h by receipts. 

The amendment never passed hecaus.e the. House .Pub lie Works Committee 
agreed to offer an amendment reducing .highway· spending level's by 
$5.6 bill ion over the 4 year period of the bi 11. . · ·• · . 

Th.e House Floor. Congressman Howard•s amendment on· the floor 
. reducing his 4 .year highway and transit' authorizati-on wtll be as .follows: 

H. R. 11733 ( i!!1 · bi lli'onsl 
H.R. 11733 .. With Howard .Amendment Difference 

1-!:igh\"lay . $47.:2. $,43.2 $4.0 
·(and Highway Safety) 

·Transit· 18.5 17.0 1.5 

4 'Year Total $65.7 $'60.2 $5.5 
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With Congressman ·Giaimo, we are trying to determine the potential 
support for further cuts on the floor. We want to-pursue every 
opportunity to cut the ·bi 11, but hope to avoi·d losing a budget amendment 
overwhelmingly -- thus giving support to the positiron· of the House 
Conferees. If the Giaimo effort does not succeed, the following are 
the possib 1 e .res·ul ts in conference: 

(in billions) .Possible 
Administration House Senate Conference Range 

Highway $32.7 $43.2 $33.6 $33.1 - $43.7 
(and Highway Safety) 

Transit 14.4 17.0 15.7 i5.3 - : 17.4 

TOTAL $47.1 $60.2 $49.3 $48.4 - $61.1 

'Regardi l')g- the structure ·Of ·the bH 1, the key questions rel.ate to 
accelera'tion of Interstate comp}etion, program flexibility, coord-ination 
between highways and transit, and the relative ·percentage of the 
federal-state match~ 

Benefits of Legislat.ion.~ Although we hav:e been forced into a 
position of outspoken oppositton to the House bill, it must be noted 
that passage of Highway/Transit legislation cou·ld represent a 
substantial :Administration victory: . '. 

1. It repr,esents the fi rs·t successful effort to enact a 
comprehensive highway and public transit bill at the 
same. time. The consti:tuencies of .both· would be merged 
in their support of what will u.ltimately become one 
coordinated program for surface transportation. 

2.. The legislation enacts 'broad structural changes in 
the Highway Prog.ram including: 

acceler.ati.ng compl·etion of the Interstate System, 
a new emphasis on rehabilitation, 
a new sensitivity to urban problems, and 
a greater flexibility and program consolidation 
to provide more dtscreti'on to local officials. 

Passage of these and other changes embodied in the bill tnitiated by 
the Carter Administration could represent one of th_e most important 
1 egfs 1 ative accompHshments i'n surface transportation s i·nce approva 1 
of the Interstate Program in _1956. 

Practical ·Effects of a. P·residential Veto. The H.ighway Program 
affects every .state. If no new highWay authorization is enacted by 
October 1, twenty-one states _will ha'Ve no funds available to support 
the Interstate Program., thirty-three states will have no primary 
program funds available, twenty-nine states will have used· all of 
their funds in the Secondary Program, and eleven states will be out 



,, 
-4-

of funds from the Urba·n ·Program·. Worst case estimate~ indicate 
that up to 100,000 di'rect construction Jobs would be lost, and. 
145,000 jops would be lost indirectly, untiT a new bill ts enacted 
in the next Congress. There are methods to mitigate the .negative 
impact of not having a bill, and you should notbe put in the position 

·of either signing, an i:nflationary bill or creating a period of 
mas's·i"Ve unemployment... · 

A partial solution would be a continuing ·resolution ma·intaining the 
highway program at its ·.current $7.:3 billion .leveL While a continuing 

·resolution is possible as a stop gap measure, .none was en·acted in 
1972 when~& conference report was agreed td, an~ the timing this 
year makes the possibility of pa·ssiing such. a reso·lution unlikely. 

Scenario for Compromise. In the Senate., we have taken great .pains 
to work coQperati:v.ely with the 1 eadership of the Committees haridl tng 
this legislation. ·we successfully wor.ked to :keep the highway. levels 
within the acceptable. range. We lobbied the Banking Committee for 
reduced· levels which res:ul;ted in a. $1.4 bi.llion reduction tn transi't 
a"uthorizati.ons. As noted previously, the Administration engineered 
the first s.i.gnificant reduction tn funding levels of a House Highway 
Bill in recent memory,- when· Rep. Howard volunta·rtly · agreed to cut 
7% froJll .both highway and transit 1 evel s. · 

Realizi.ng. ~hese reductions are not sufficient, we are still wor.king 
to reduce levels to those recommended by the Administration. We have· 
prepared the materialon and are supporti:ng the Morgan Amendment, 
which' would reduce Senate transit levels by another billion do:llar.s. 
We may have also convinced ~Budget Committee Chai:rman Giaimo to 
reduce tt:)e House hi:ghway levels by offering an amendment on the floor. 
Whi~e th~se amendments m(ly not reduce the leg:islation to the 
Admini~tration levels, they should be supported. 

. . ·. . \ . 

These efforts, combined with our work.with the Cornmittees in conference 
a·nd the threat .of a vetQ, could' hold the funding levels .down. However, 
the conference cou 1 d ·very well get s ta.ll ed over these 1 eve 1 s , and · the 
majori.ty, of the conferees may still favor authorizations whi"ch are 
unacceptable to the ·Administration. There i-s·als·o a strong possibility 
that reductions in funding will be traded for concessions in-structural 
reforms. · 

. . Presidential' Involvement. The Administration must ma·ke. its case 
that cu·r,rent proposals are not acceptable and will .have· to take an 
:active role to achieve acceptable funding levels·. Some dramatic move, 
at. the a·ppropri'ate point during the. conference, will' be necessary if·. 
an acceptable outcome: ts:to be reached. 

The conferees are already asking us to .give them the. maximum figure 
.which you would approve. An Oval Office. meeti:ng; with the key conferees 
.at the appropriate Ume could facilitate agreement on levels whieh are 
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acceptable. We would lay out the situation from· our point-of-view 
and. indicate what you wi'll be willing to sign~ and more importantly~ 
the fact that i't would be a non-negotia'ble upper limit.. ·· · 

In preparation for such a meeting, DOT i's surveying the states to 
determine the amount. of :highway f;unds that will be obligated in 1978 
and the: maximum amount that could reasonably 'be obligated in 1979 .. 
We anticipate t'hat thes,e numbers will be consj.dera:bTy lower than the 
fi·gures in the House bill. We could' use these surveys to ;press our 
case ·th~t hi,ghway authorizations should be limited,. and that increased 
levels would only inflate construction costs. On the· transit side, 
we a.re devel,oping an analysis to demonstrate that funding 'levels close 
to those recommended. by the Administration could effectively maintain 
and expand existi~g services~ This analysis ~ould be used in a 
manner si·milar to the· highway survey. · 

Based upon this data, you would present the. maxi.mum aeceptable figures. 
Th i's . cri·t i cal White House meet.i ng s·houl d be held. s i nee: 

i.t would be the most effecti:ve m~thod fo.r ha,/i:ng the confe.rence 
produce a bi' 11 you cou:l di stgn, 

· · . it would demonstrate that you have .a s.trong interes:t _in . 
worki:ng· with the conferees ·to produce a· 'bi 11 , ·· · 

· i;t would place the Administration tn th·e most favorciMe posture 
· if the ·conference fails; the pub 1 i c must under~ tand that .You 

made your best effort:, ·given the actual spending cap·acities of 
the states, the inflationary impact :of the bill' and your . 
concern about any adverse. impact· on jobs.~ 

: ,•, 

·-, . 

' .. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: . 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

SEP 1 91978 

THE PRESIDENT 

James T. Mcintyre, Jry 
Secretary Adams Memorandum on the Highway/ 
TransH Conference 

In response to Secretary Adams September 13 memo.randum, we recommend that 
you defer a deci s i:on on whether to meet wi:th House and Senate confere.es 
on the highway and transit bill, and we .recommend that the Administration 
support a 70% Federal highway matching share.· Details are below. 

Your Involvement with the Conference· Committee 

We anticipate that both House and Senate wiH complete floor .acti:on on 
their respective versions of the hi'ghway and transit bill late this week. 
The Administration ts supporting amendments i:n both bodies which would 
lower au:thori.zations. The table below shows the consequences of these 
amendments on average yearly authorizations over the four year period 
(1979-1982}. Of course, not all the authorization increases will sub­
sequently receive appropriations. 

(Dollars in billions) 
Admin. Increases Over 'Request 

Request House Senate 

Bill without amendments 
Bill with amendments 

11.8 
11.8 

+3.5* 
+1..5 

+1.¢ 
+0.9 

* Adj.usted to reflect funding reductions which House Subcom.mittee 
Chairman Jim Howard will offer on House Floor. r.''', 

',~ 

The single most significa·nt amendment to be proposed is the Gia'1mo Amendment, 
which would reduce highway trust fund authorizations by about $1.3 billion 
annually. 

For the following reasons, OMB believes that it would be premature for you 
to dec.ide at this time to meet wi'th House and Senate ·Conferees: 

• The Administration•s first line of defens.e is the House 
and Senate floor amendments. Nothing should distract 
from these efforts to reduce the bill 1 s authorizations • 

• If the Giaimo Amendment and other amendments are enacted, 
there is a good chance that the conference committee will 



report out a bill which you will be willing to sign. Your 
personal intervention wi'th the conferees may be needed to 
.rectify policy problems, but we will not know that until 
l'ater.* Conversely, if the Giaimo Amendment fails, the 
budget exposure would simply be too high to be resolved 
satisfactorily in conference. In that case, we beli'eve 
it wou·l d be unwise to meet with the conferees because 
it would give the impressi·on that you were likely to 
si-gn the bill. 

• DOT 1S conference committee strategy is keyed to deter­
mining the level of highway funds which states believe 
they could obligate in 1979. Based on a survey of the 
states, DOT would then have you use the numbers to 
leverage the conferees for authorizations which are 
lower than those in the House version of the bill. 
SimUar past surveys of states have yielded greatly 
overoptimi:stic estimates of states abilities to 
ob ligate ~t:mds {actua 1 ob 1 i gat ions have underrun 
projections by about $0. 5 bi 11 ion annually) • We 
anticipate that states will report that they can 
obligate about $9.0 billion in 1979--or $1.2 billion 
over the Administration's request. 

Effects of a Presidential Veto 

2 

We believe Secre,tary Adams paints an overly bleak picture of the consequences 
of a veto. Because of a recent upsurge in hi.ghway construction activity, 
there is little reason to believe that there will be sudden, massive lay­
offs of construction workers. Furthermore, there are a variety of legis­
lative solutions which can carry the program forward until such time as a 
comprehensive bill is enacted. 

Federal Matching Share for Highway Programs 

As you will recall, the Administration proposed an increase in the non­
Interstate highway match f·rom 70% to 80% in order to establish a uniform 
funding ratio for both highway and transit programs. The House version 
of the 'bill goes even further than the Administration request by raising 
the Federal match ratio to 90-100% for selected highway programs {e.g. 
bridge construction, Appalachian highways). The Senate version retains 
the current 70% highway match. 

We believe that the Administration should support the Senate version of 
the highway portion of the bill in conference committee -- including re­
tention of the 70% highway match. DOT prefers supporting the House 
version on the highway .match issue. A decision memorandum is attach.ed 
which further explains this tssuer 

*The House version contains serious policy problems--e.g., 68 narrow funding 
categories, entirely new forms of transportation grant assistance, protection­
ist trade provisions, one House veto of DOT regulati.ons., and weakening of 
highway beauty laws. 

Attachments. 



Attachment 

OMB.DECISlON MEMORANDUM 

Federa 1 Matching Sha.re for Highway Programs 

As you know, the Administration proposed an increase in the non-Interstate 
highway matching share from 70 pe.rcent to 80· percent. The House version 
of the bi'll goes even furtller than the Administrati·on request by raising 
the Federal match to 80 percent for most highway programs and to 90 per­
centor 100 percent for selected highway programs (e .. g., bridge construc­
tion). The intent of the H.ouse increases is to make it easier for states 
to obligate Federal highway funds .. Conversely, the Senate version retains 
the existing 70· percent Federal match on the conviction that the states 
should continue to bear major financial responsibility for constructi-on 
of Federal-aid highways. .. 

For the following ·reasons~· DOT believes that the Administration should 
continue to push for an 80 percent highway matching share: 

0 ·It would make the highway matching share (with the 
exception of a 90 percent match for Interstates) 

· . uniform with the exi's ti ng 80 percent transit capita 1 
grant matching share, thereby providing the basis 
for more comprehensive consolidation of transportation 
grant p.rograms. 

0 It waul d 'help to compensate for State highway revenue 
losses resulting from reduced gas consumption caused··· 
by existing and proposed energy legislation .. 

0 It promotes rational and flexible decisionmaking at 
the local and State level by removing any bias bas.ed 
on the l·evel of the. Fede.ral match from decisions as 
to what transportation p.rojects should be J:)ursued. 

o It would not increase Federal highway costs because 
highway authorizations and obligation ceilings win 

. continue to determine the level of the Government's 
·· . · budgetary exposure. 

<DOT''s position is further discussed in the attached letter to OMB. 

OMB believes that retention of a 70 percent Federal matching share is 
preferabl~e, based on the following: · · 

o Irrespective of highway authorizations and obligation 
ceilings, 1ncreasi.ng the matching share would facilitate 
state util'i zation of Federal highway funds and thereby 
would tend to exert upward pressure on the highway 
budget. A recent survey of states conducted by DOT 



indicates that the higher Federal match tn the . 
:House bill _ coul ~.xe_s;ultj n_ prf:!~§t,JJ''E!S _:fpr __ .$0. 6 bi 11 ion, in 
additional highway obHgations, compared with 
the Senate version of the bi 11. 

o Inc.reasi ng the M ghway matching share wou~ d establts:h 
a poor precedent for other Federal grant-in-atd programs • 

. ' 

o The Admini·stration had originally supported the 80% 

2 

match because it was part of a comp.rehensive restructuring. 
Now that the other portions of the· restructuri'ng have been 
dropped., there is no reason to sup port an increase in the 
,rna tch i ng sha:re. · · · 

o Contrary to previous estimates, states have not suffered 
motor gaso~ ine revenue losses {'gas consumption. is i'ncreas­
i ng by over 3 percent annually), and the.refore the need 
fo:r:- addittonal Federal assistance is not clear. 

° Concurrence with the Senate•s ·position on the highway 
match issue wou1d be consi:stent. with support which the 
Admi:ni stration :h.as given the ove•rall Senate version of 
the ;highway bB~. 

ln short, OMB believes that the price which would have to be paid for a 
higher highway matching share is not worth the questionable benefits to 
be recei ved•. 

Decision 

U l) Retain a 70 .percent Federal :highway matchi:ng share, as 
provided in the Senate versi;on of the bin (OMB reconunendation). 

I I 2) Increase the F.ederal matching; share to 80 pe,r:-c. ent, as ori~inally 
proposed in the Administrati.on•s bill (001 reconmenda.tion). 



Letter Presenting DOT 1 s Views 
• on the . .f.iatchi ng Share ·1 ss-ue 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20590 

SEP 121978. 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

SE'P1i 9 19.~8 
Honorable James T. Mcintyre, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 

. Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. M~Intyre: 

The question of the appropriate Federal share ·Of the cost of ;highway· 
.projects is among the many matters on which the Senate and House 
have diverged iin their development of hi·ghway-transit legislation. 
The House, in this instance, is closer to the Administration bill, 
since ti.R. 11733 as reported by the Public Works ·Conmittee would 
raise the Federal' share for non-Interstate projects to 80 percent, 
·while S. 3073 retains the current share of 70 pe.rcent. Members of 
your staff have requested the views of the Department of Trans­
portation as to whether the Administration should.continue to 
advocate an 80 .pe.rcen·t Fede.ral share for non-l:nterstate highway 
projects. 

As you know, establis·hment of a uni·form Federal match for transit 
and non-lnte.rs tate highway programs was· a key featu:re of the 
Admi:nistration's highway-transit bilL This uniformity promotes 
rational and flexible decisi.on-making at the local and State level 
by removing any bias based on the level of the Federal match from 
decisions as to what transportation improvement projects should be 
pursued. 

You will recall that there ·was considerable discussion at the time 
the Administration's bill was put together as to whether the uniform 
Federal share shou~d be set at 80 ~ercent or 70 percent. Two of the 
key factors which led. to the decision to set the Jevel at 80 percent 
were the political i1mpracticability and programmatic undesirability 
of reducing the Federal contri.bution to ma.ss transit projects, and 
the recognition that State gas tax revenues will decline as energy 
a:nd vehicle ftJel economy policies take hold. In addition, we 
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', ... 
recognized that increasing the Federal share for highway projects 
to 80 percent \t!OUld not increase overall Federal costs or budget 
exposure and tnat State funds that were 11 Saved 11 as a res,ult of 
the 80 percent Fede.ral share cou:ld appropriately be used to meet 
i:ncreasing costs of highway maintenance. 

2 

We can anticipate a lengthy and complex House-Senate conference on 
the :highway-transit legislation. The Administration will need to 
fo.cus its efforts du.ri·ng that conference on elements of the legisla­
tion ·which are e.ssential to promoting effectiveness and compatibility 
of the highway and trans·it Federal assistance. programs. The·Depart­
mer:tt of Transportation believes that a unifom Federal share for 
those programs is such an element and that the-reasons which tnitially 

·led the Admini:stratio.n to advocate a share of 80 percent remain sound. 
Accord.in·gly, we should make every effo.rt to see that the House pro­
visi'Or:l on the Federal sha:re is accepted during the :conference. or~ 
the highway-transit legislation. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 16, 1978 

THE PRESIDENT 

STU EIZENSTAT ~ 
Adams Memo Concerning Highway-Transit 
Conference 

I recommend that you defer a decision on whether to 
become personally involved with the Highway-Transit 
conferees. 

We can and should adopt a very tough position with the 
conferees. I question whether you personally should deliver 
this message, since it is likely initially to antagonize 
the House members. I also doubt that you should be in the 
position of issuing a non-negotiable bottom line to this 
group. If the conferees fail to accept it you will be 
forced to veto the bill even if it is very close to your 
target. The rigidity of your position could then become 
the target of political criticism. The veto threat is 
st~ongest and our negotiating room is greatest if there is 
some uncertainty surrounding your ultimate intentions. 

Rather I recommend that you discuss the bill in detail with 
Adams, Mcintyre and others and then provide them with 
specific instructions to represent you in the conference. 
At the same time you should issue statements or releases 
that raise the public's awareness of the spending issues 
at stake. A very favorable climate exists for such state­
ments because of a series of editorials earlier in the 
summer criticizing the extravagant House bill. Only if the 
conferees are stuck on some difficult issue in an otherwise 
acceptable bill should you personally intervene .. 

We are, I believe, in an increasingly strong position on 
this bill. If you veto this bill it is the Congress which 
must go home for election to face laid off highway construc­
tion workers. Because we are willing to accept some spending 



-2-

above our budget our position is likely to be seen as both 
flexible. and fiscally responsible compared to the big­
spending Congress. With either no bill or a continuing 
resolution spending levels will fall sharply. Thus the 
highway building community has a strong interest in corning 
to terms with the Administration. Finally if we cannot 
pass a bill this year the chances for linking higher 
highway spending with higher gasoline taxes should improve 
next year. 

Because a veto is a ·strong possibility I believe we should 
begin gearing up immediately to build support for sustaining 
it. 

I will work with Frank and Anne to set-up an internal 
working group on this issue. 

I would suggest that the meeting with Adams, Jim Mcintyre 
and Frank occur as soon as possible after your return 
from Camp Davis. 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 26, 1978 

THE 

STU 

PRESIDENT Q I 
EIZENSTAT c:::)1\v 

OMB Memo on Highway Matching Share 

I disagree with OMB that we should change our position on 
matching shares: 

1) We have widely announced our position and been 
widely praised for it. A flip-flop will be perceived as 
another case of the Administration's lack of certainty about 
what it believes. 

2) Many states such as Pennsylvania are having difficulty 
meeting their matching share. This has resulted in rapidly 
deteriorating roads and escalating political pressures. We 
would be sharply criticized from these states. 

3) We are already lined up virtually entirely behind 
the Senate version of the bill. To switch our position on the 
only element of our original bill that the House accepted would 
further antagonize the House conferees. 

4) A higher matching share might mean more highway 
building but this would only come in the states where building 
has been deferred. Thus.there would be little inflationary 
pressure. 

5) The original purpose behind the 80·% match remains--­
to make the highway matching share uniformwith the existing 
80% ~ransit capital grant matching share. This unfortunately 
was a key element in our original reform prbposals. It rern6ves 
any bias at the local leveL based on the Federal match as to 
the type of transportation project to pursue. It should not 
be subverted by our own action. 



· ID 784601 :THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

DATE: . , 14 SEP 78 ~ 
"" . _,.. 

FOR ACTION: SW EIZENSTAT a.zt( , «, . FRANK MOORE 

JIM MCINTYRE -~ ) f~f~ 

/~~ 
. 4\lw~ 

(LES ~CIS)~~ 

INFO ONLY: THE VICE PRESIDENT 

JERRY RAFSHOON 

ANNE WEXLER 

HAHILTON JORDAN 

JACK WATSON 

CHARLIE SCHULTZE to.~ 
FRAN VOORDE 

SUBJECT: ADAMS MEMO RE HIGHWAY TRANSIT CONFERENCE 
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·. ,.: -· report .out a bill. wh1 cl1 you .;~11.1 bEfwill ing ·to 51 gn'. · · Your : .. -... : .. ·{<: . · 
_ ·. -.. · P.~rsonal :1ntervent1Qn with th~. conferees may be needed :to. : .. · _ 
·. ·.recti-fy ·policy problems~ b~t-~we win·not _know that until. . ... 

later.*. Conversely, -if ,the. Giaimo ~mendment fails. the . 
budget ·exposure would sfinply ~e ·too high to be resolved · 
satisfacto,r11y _in cqnference. . I.n that case, we believe· 
it would be unwise to meet with theconf~ree~ because . 
it. would give 'the impression. that you were:: ·likely to 

. " ... 

s i.gn · the bj ll. · . 
. . ·.· /-~·~·--:' /)- . . ·. . . . . . . '.'- _,. . _· . ·'·. . . ._.. 

• . . oor:~·conf~ren~e committee-strategy is keyed to deter-·. ···· .. 
m1mng_ the level of highway funds which states believe· . · 
they co·uld obligate in 1979. Base~ on a survey of thf;! .. · · 

. ··states, DOT would then have you use·. the numbers. to- · ·-· 
leverage the conferees_ for authorizations which are :. ..- ... 
lower than ·-those; in the House version of the bill. 
S:fm_ilar. past. ·sprveys of states have-yielded greatly 

· overoptim:l_stic estirilates of states ab1liti.es· to· 
obligate. funds (actual obl~gations have underrun· .. · 
projections by about $0.5 billion annually). we· 
anticipate that~ states will-report that they c~n · 

.- obligate. _about $9~0 billion in 1979--or· $1.2 bi11ioi1 
· over the Administration·•s request;.. · · 

. ,- ., 

~:Effects :of' a Presidential Veto . . ·. 
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'we believe· Secretary Adams paint·s .im overly bleak' pictu·re of the .. consequ~nces 
'of· a: vetO;. Because o.f .a recent upsurge_ in highway cpnstr.uction activi-ty,. 
: there. is little reason to believe that- there. :will .be. sudden, massive lay-

offs of construction workers.·. Furthermore,. there are. a ·var1 ety: .. of legis­
lative solutions which can carry the program forward until .such time· a$ ~--
compr~hens:1 ve bi J 1 is enacted. · . . . · -~ . · . -. · .~ . 
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';As you.'Will recall~ the Administration<prOposed. an' incre~se i:n the non.,;.· ... ' ' 
lnterstate::highway match from 70% to·· 80% inorder. to establish a uniform ' , .. 
funding· ratio ·for both :h;ighway· and transit progr~ms. The· Hou.se .version· .. 
of the bill goes· even· further- than the Administration· request by-. ra'i_sing ··· .· .. 

· . .:the Fe-deral ·ma~ch.·ratio-_to. 90-1001Lfor selected· hfghway prc>grams -(e.g~: __ . : -~-. -. : · 
· bridge construction·, Appalachian highways). The Senate version retains . · 

the current 70% highway" ma-tch. · · . . · - . · ··' . ~· ::. . . -

We ·beli.ev~· .that the_ Administration -should support_ the Senate ·versipn: of . 
. the highway portion of the bill. in conference. cOmmittee -- includil')g. re-
.. tentiori of the 70% highway match. DOT prefers .supporting the House... .· '· · 

version on the highway match 1s·sue. A ·decision memorandum is a1;tached .. 
·which further: expl'ains this iSsue. . ·· . _·· · - · ·. · ·. .· : : ·. · 

.'-·· • • .r -

· * The House· version contains serious pol,icy. problems--e.g •. ." 68 narrow :f&.tnding':·. . . · ··. 
'. ca~egortes •. entirely' new forms of. transportation grant assiStan~e, protection~:. 

1st trade provisions, one House v~to of DOT regulations·, .and weak~n1ng of · :.-. 
· . h1 ghway bea~,Aty laws. . · · . · · :• · · · · · · · .· _ ·. . .• · 
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WA..SHINGTON (/ -----
DATE: 14 SEP 78 

FOR ACTION: STU EIZENSTAT FRM"K MOORE (LES FRANCIS) -- . {ue~ 

CYr~~~ 
JH1 HCTh"TYRE 

IlJFO ONLY: 

SUBJECT: 

THE VICE PRESIDENT 

JERRY RP.FSHOON 

FRAN VOORDE 

HAMILTON JORDAN· 

JACK WATSON 

CHARLIE SCHULTZE 

ADA1-1S HEHO RE tnGHWAY TRANSIT CONFEREN~ 

x cr : r:rn /, 
~~'-;__ / / 
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+ RESPONSE DUE '10 RICK HUTCHESON STAFF SECRETARY ( 456-7052) + 

+ BY: 1200 PM SATURDAY 16 SEP 78 + 
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ACTION IGQUE..~·TED: 

STAFF RE3POlUE: ( ) I CONCUR. ( ) NO COMMENT. ( ) HOLD. 

PLEASE N0TE OTHER OOMHENTS BELOW: 

r -~ ~l 
(& vtA~ r4 

The highway/mas's transit legislation has been on our 11 Veto candidate" lis· 
:for quite some time and remains there·for obvious reasons. 

While Secretary Andrus' memo adequately outlines the positive and negativ• 
aspects of the pending legislation, we believe a strategy for improving 
the bill ought to go beyond scheduling a meeting between the President 
and the yet-to-be-named conferees. We should begin a low-key organizing 
effort aimed at a potential veto, in the hope that the threat will be 
taken seriously and will result in further modifications in the- legislatic 
As we do this, we must carefully consider the consequences of taking on 
both the highway lobby and the mass tra,nsit lobby simultaneously. 
Sustaining a veto could well depend on our ability to drive a wedge 
between those two <;J.roups. · 
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ID'.784713 THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHTI:NGTON 

DATE:. 19 SEP 78 . . I . . ~1{; \ ~...>~ 
• FOR ACTION: . STU EIZENSTAT:-~ .· FRANK MOORE { LES FRANCIS) 

·, J:NFO ONLY:· .. THE ··VICE PRESIDENT 

CHARLIE .. SCHULTZE --Mt!.-
ANNE WEXLER 

Sl)BJEGr: MCINTRE MEMO RE SEC'. ADAMS MEMO ON THE HIGHWAY TRANSil' .. , 

CONFERENCE 
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. -ACTION ·REQUESTED:: NOTE: SEE PAGE :2 ON:-OMB !MEMO -- NE:W ISSUE 

· STAFF RESPONSE: (. ) I CQNCUR. ( } NO COMMENT. ( } HOLD. 

-PLEASE NOTE OTHER COMMENTS BELOW: 
'• ·. 
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T.HE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78 

Jim Mcintyre 

The attached was returned in 
the President's outbox: It is 
forwarded to you for appropriate 
hand~ing. 

Rick Hutcheson 

cc: Stu Eizenstat 
Zbig Brzezinski 

• 
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FOR INFORMATION 

1/ FROM PRESIDENT'S OUTBOX 
LOG IN/TO PRESIDENT TODAY 
IMMEDIATE TURNAROUND 
NO DEADLINE 
LAST DAY FOR ACTION 

ADMIN CONFIDENTIAL 
CONFIDENTIAL 
SECRET 
EYES ONLY. 

VICE PRESIDENT ARAGON 
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THE WHITE HOU,SE 

WASHINGTON 

Mr. Pres·ident: 

9/22/78 

Eizenstat has no objection to Mcintyre's 
memo but observes that "major responsi­
bility for providing this information 
must rest with OMB,·" which is always 
represented on any policy review commit­
tee. 

Blumenthal "enthusiastically supports" 
·Mcin,tyre' s memo, and suggests that, "in 
addition, you require a multi-year 
analysis by Treasury of any recommenda­
tion involving either tax expenditures 
or loan guarantees -- two devices com­
monly used to evade budget constraints. 
Only through invariable review by OMB 
and (where appropriate) by Treasury 
can you get a firm grasp on the fiscal 
·consequences of policy recommendations." 

Brzezinski's dissenting comments 
are attached. 

Rick 
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ME!"10RANDUM FO.R: 

FROM': 

SUBJECT: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI!DENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

SEP 18 1978 

THE PRESIDENT • 

Jim Mcrntyrer 

Budget costs in Presidential Review 
Memorandum 

In J·anua ry you asked all agencies to us·e a three-year budget 
planning system. You directed that an analysis of long-term 
budg•et costs accompany decision papers on matters affecting the 
budget. · 

I believe it would be helpful to require th i:s same kind of 
analysis of budg·et cost-s in the President.ial Review memora'nda 
;system and similar decis.ion papers affec.ting the budget. 

May I send the attached memorandum? 

Yes 
./ 

No 

Attachment 

.. 
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~~~Gt~lHr~~~~~•;: !f..;Opjf Wi~fl~® 

for Pr4'servftil91!11 P~I'JOHS 

MEMORANDUM ~'OR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs 

Assistant to the. President 
for Domestic Affairs and Policy 

Chairman, Economic Policy Group 

Director, Off ice of Manag,emen t 
and Budget 

Need for Ana,lysts of Budg.et Costs in 
Presidential Review Memoranda 

I believe that we should further str.engthen the Policy 
Management Sys-tem established at the t.ime of the 1977 
reorganization of the Ex·ecutive Offic-e of the President. •We 
can do this by assuring that policy issues and op·tions 
presented to the President for decision contai.A appropriate 
cons-ideration of budgetary consequenc:es. · 

Each poli~y review and analysis (Presidential Review Memorandum 
or other) undertaken by the departments and agencies in the 
NSC, DPS, and EPG seri~s should be accompanied by an Analysis 
of Budget Costs whenever the action recommended would change 
the existi~g budget planning base. Each Analysis of Budget 
Costs should be ex.am.ined by the Of.fic·e of Manag,ement and· Budget 
and my comments sho,uld be provided to the President, along with 
the policy review and analysi.s paper or related NSC, DPS, or 
EPG St:lmmary mater ia.ls. Accordingly, I ask that you include 
this analysis in all .Presidential Review Memoranda that you 
prepare. ·Of1B will make a timely examination of the Analysis of 
Budget Costs· 

This proced't:Ir 
analysis pa·per 
initiated outs 
the NSC, DPS, 

should also be applied to policy review and 
pre.pared fo·r Presidential decision when 

de the Presidential Review Memoranda series 
•nd EPG. 

The Analysis o Budget Costs is described in OMB Bulletin 

of 

No. 78-7, 11 Est bl is:hmen.t of a Multi-Year Planning System, 11 

Janua·ry 16, ·1 '8, and in Exh.ibit 1 of that Bulletin ·(attached;). 

Attachment 

.. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 5535 

WASHINGTON 

September 20, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE. PRESIDEN,T 
• 

FROM: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZ.INSKI 

SUB.JECT: Proposed Mcintyre Memo on OMB Review 
of PRM and Other Policy Papers 

I have reviewed Jim Mcintyre's proposal to add an independent, 
final OMB review to all policy analysis and review papers 
(including Presidential Review Memo.r,anda,) prepared for your 

·consideration by the national security, domestic and economic 
agencie's·. 

I find this major change in procedure -- not discussed with us 
be.forehand -- unnecessary and possibly ha:rmful. I am concerned 
that the OMB proposal will lead to greater delay in policy 
formulation, and also have t:he further ha·rmful effect of 
signif.icantly widening the number of people involved in sensitive 
policy issues. Taken literally, the OMB proposal would have 
required both th~air participation in and final review of the 
papers prepared f·or the Camp David. Summit on the theory that 
the Nni ted States might come 0\:l't of that neg,otiation with 
certain obligations with budgetary impact, as indeed we have to 
some extent. Confidentiality would ~imply go out the w.t.ndow. 

Within the NSC system, policy recommendations forwarded to you 
go through a full, pains-t:aking interagency review and 

·clearance process, during which all considerations -- political, 
military, economic and budgetary -- are taken into account. 
Where appropriate, OMB participates in this' interagency process 

·.at all levels. OMB: does no.t indicate that there are any diffi­
culties in the present sy·stem. 

To tag on at the end., a· f;urther independent; budg.e.tary review 
would add another bureaucrat1c layer., dilut.e. further the 
respons·ibi li ties of the line 'agencie·s, and involve OMB in a 
whole range·of issues in which their interest is non-existent. 

I there.fore recommend that, unless there are some specific 
problems to be overcome, the current system and relationship 
between tbe NSC and OMB remain as is. If you accept Jim's·proposai, 
! urg.e that you exempt NSC with the proviso that OMB will continue 
to participate a.s appropriate in NSC· activities as provided by 
present procedures, which you yourself designed. (Indeed, I am 
tempted to suggest that all OMB papers be scrutinized in the last 
instance by the NSC from the standpoint of national security --
which after all is •central!) · 



m.z~4656 THE WHITE HOUSE 
,.._., 

WASHINGTON / 

/ 
DATE: 18 SEP 78 . ~\/"" 

ZBIG BRZEZINSKI ~ FOR ACTION: STU EIZENSTAT 

SECRETARY BLUMENTHAL ~·~ 

'•·· . I_NFO ONLY : THE VICE PRESIDENT JACK \vATSON 

SUBJECT: 

. CHARLIE SCHULTZE. 

MCINTYRE MEMO RE BUDGET COSTS IN PRESIDENTIAL REVIEW 

MEMORANDUM 

1.1 I I I I I I 0 I I I I I I II I++ II II II I I I•H I I I I I I I It+ II I It I I II I I I I I I I I I I It 

+ RESPONSE DUE TO RICK HUTCHESON STAFF SECRETARY (456-7052) + 

+ BY: 1200 PM WEDNESDAY 20 SEP 78 . + 

++++++++ f I I I I I I +++++ ....... I + I I I I I I -1 -+ I I I I I I I I I I I I I + I f -1 I I I I f I I I I I I + 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

STAFF RESPONSE: ( .) I CONCUR. ( ) NO COMMENT. ( ) HOLD. 

PLEASE NOTE OTHER COMMENTS BELOW: 

···:·' ·'!"'..,._ ·c:. •. -· •,_: ··!.'. 

t, 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Date: September 18, 1978 MEMORANDUM 

FOR ACTION: FOR INFORMATION: 

SecretaryoB1umentha1 

FROM: Rick Hutcheson, Staff Secretary 

SUBJECT: Mcintyre memo re Budget Costs in Pres·ident Review Memorandum 

YOUR RESPONSE MUST BE DELIVERED 
TO THE STAFF SECRETARY BY: 

12:00 .Noon 

DAY: Wednesday 

DATE: 20 September 19 8 

ACTION REQUESTED: 
_x_ Your comments 

Other: 

STAFF RESPONSE: 
XXX I concur. __ No comment. 

Please note other comments below: 

See attached Memorandum for the President. 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a delay in submi,tting the required 
material, please telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. (Telephone,. 7052) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI·NGTON 

September 22, 1978 

Mr. President: 

I have no objection to Jim 1 s proposed memo 
which -- so far as I can see -- simply orders 
me to do what I have been doing. I took your 
January .9rder requiring 3-year analysis of all 
matters affecting the budget to include matters 
flowing through the Domestic Policy Review ' 
System.· We have consistently attempted to 
provide multi-year b'udget impact analysis 
with all major proposals, whether submitted 
through the Domestic Policy Review System 
or not. 

However, I would note that major responsibility 
for providing this information must rest with 
OMB which is always on the Review Committee 
for any policy review and which always comments 
on all initiatives with budget impact. 

Stu Eizenstat 

0 



THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

WASHINGTON 20220 

September 21, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Budget Cos'ts in Presidential Review Memoranda 

I enthusiastically support Jim Mcintyre's suggestion 
that. we require an analysis of current and outyear budget 
costs whenever DPS Presidential Review Memoranda, EPG 
Memoranda, or NSC Memoranda recommend changes in the 
existing budge·t planning base. 

I strong,ly s.ugges.t that, in addition, you require 
a multi-year analysis by Treasury of any recommendation 
involving either tax expenditures or loan guarantees -­
two devices commonly used to evade budget constraints. 

·Only through invariable review by OMB and (whe·re 
appropriate) by Treasury can you get a firm grasp on 
the fiscal consequences of policy recommendati.ons. 

W. Michael Blumenthal 
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ID 783570 !\ .• 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

DATE : 11 JUL 78 

FOR AGI'ION: STU EIZl!."""NSTAT · _ tJ FRANK MOORE ( LES FRANCIS) 

JIN MCINTYRE ~ 

INFO ONLY : THE VICE PRESIDENT BOB LIPSHUTZ 

JACK WATSON ANNE WEXLER 

SUBJECT: ATTORNEY GENERAL BELL MEMO RE CIVIL SERVICE REFORM 

ACT AND EFFECT UPON JUSTICE AND FBI 

. ++++++ 4 I I I I I I I I 4++++ +++++++++I I I I I I I I I • ++ I I I I I I H ~ -t I I 0 +-I 4 I I I++ . 

+ RESPONSE DUE TO RICK HUTCHESON STAFf' SECRETARY ( 456-7052) + ' 

+ BY: 1200 PM THURSDAY 13 JUL 78 + 

++++++++ I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I t I I I I I t I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

ACTION REQUESTED: YOUR COMMENTS 

STAFF RF..SPONSE: ( ) I CONCUR. ( ) NO COMMENT. ( ) HOLD. 

PLEASE NOfE OTHER COMMENTS BELOW: 



HIE WljiTE "HGbSE 

WASHINGTON 

Patti: ·m~emo to Vance, Bell, Campbel 
Eizenstat, Mcintyre, Moo.re 

subj: memos from Vance. and Bell 
seeking statutory exemptions .•. 

The President decided to make no 
change in the Administration's 
position, and- diac:.no:t approve,:<'~ 
:. excluding the FBI and the 
Foreign Se.rvice from the Senior 
Executive SErvice and other provJ.sJ.o 
of the Civil Service Reform bill. 
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,, ID -_ 783570 
.~- . ·• THE ~vH;J:TE HOUSE 

- -~- .. HASHINGTON 

DATE: 11 JtJL 78 

'FOR ACTION: 
<01; 

. FRANK HCORE (LES FRIU{CIS) --

,q 8 .· 06 

INFO ONLY: THE VICE PRf'~1IDENT BOB LIPSHUTZ 

AN"NE 't1EXLER JACK WATSON 

SUBJECT: ATIORNEY C'rENERAL BELL NEMO RE CIVIL SERVICE REFORH 

Acr Jl.ND EFFECT UPON ,JUSTICE AND FBI ,. 

t 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 I I I I I I I f I ! I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I ! I I +- 1- +H-t+ ~ I I I I I I I ! I I I ! I I :1 · 

+ RESPONSE DUE TO RICK HUTCHESON STAFF SECRETARY ( 456-7052) - + 

+ _ BY: 1200 PH Th1JRSDAY 13 .nJL 78 + 
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ACTION REQ\Jl!:STED: YOUR COH"'EN"TS 

STAFF RESPONSE: ( _ ) r CX1'JCUR. ( ) NO ·cot.ft-1ENT. ( ) HOLD. 

PLEASE NOTE OTHER Ga·lMENTS EELOW: 

OMB did not object to a Senate arrendrrent excluding the FBI from the Civil 
' Service Refonn Bill because of a· tactical judgnent dl:lring oortmittee _mark­

up. On the nerits, we believe: the prcy-lsioii .iti··the>legislation:givirig the. 
President' authority. to exempt .agencies. administratiVely. is . . . . . ' 
answer to the Attorney General's concerns, and · 

· recx:mrend that the President not ooacur with the 
Attorney General's request. -.. ( 

. . ·Q~-' 
~-\ v 



CHAIRMAN· 

UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20415 

J u 1 y 1 T , 1 97 8 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE P'RES I D,ENT 

Within th·e pa,st 72 h:ours Secretary Vance and 
Attorney General Bell have requested that you 
support amendments to th,e Ci vi 1 s.ervi ce Act to 
exempt the Foreign Service and Federal Bureau 

. of Investigation from the Senior Executive 
Service and other portions of .the £ivil Service 
Reform Bill. In both cas.es a stat-utory exemption 
is so,ught even thougih the bill contains authority 
for t:h e Pres i den t t o rna k e· an ex em p t i o n i f h e 
determines that it is in the public interest. 

I hope you will not approve t.hese two requests. 
T h e r e i' s a f u;n d amen ta 1 i s s u e at s ta k e h e r e a n d 
that is wh.eth.er the gover:nment should continue to 
wall off certain tDp executive jobs exclusively 
fo,r tho,se who grew up in a particula.r agency or 
w h e t her t h e g o v e r n men t s h o u 1 d m a k e i t p.o s s i b 1 e f o r 
and encourage its best executives to serve where 
the cot:Jntry needs them. The Senior Exe·cutive 
Service was designed to encourage mobility and .has 
won wide acceptance among all Departments. 

Q,n e fa c tor in bo t h a g en c i e's i s · t he ex i s t e n c e of 
s t r o n g: em p 1 o y e e o r·g an i' z a t i on s w h i c h des i r e to 
preserve a total independence from the general 
civil service for their members. Both g·roups 
consider that they have srrperior skills and special 
competencies developed during their professional 
c a r e e r s t h a t n o one e 1 s e c. a n m a tc h . S i m il a r 1 y , 
both see the possibility of people coming in from 
o t h e r age n c i e s as b e i n g t e r r i b 1 y t h r e a t e:n i n g to th e i r 
careers. Interestingly, both believe that their 
members would do outstanding jobs in other agencies. 
While I understand the feelings and fears involved, 
I cannot agree that the gov·ernment' s best i ntere·sts 
are served by isolatint these groups of top executives 
from t he m a i n s t ream ·Of g o v e r n men. t e x e,c u t i v e s . 
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I recommend that you dfsapprove a statutory 
exemption, but advise the At torn ey Genera 1 a.n d 
Sec.retary of State that you will co:nsider 
administrative exemption on th·e merits after 
passage of the CivH Se,rvice Reform Bill. 

ALAN K. CAMPBELL 
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THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 

COUNCIL o·F ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

WASHINGTON 

September 26, 1978 

·MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

From: 

subject: 

Cl-~ 
Charlie Schultze 

'Merchandise Trade Balance for August 
{released at 9: 30 a.m., Wednesday) 

The trade ba.lance showed substantial imp.rovement, 
falling from $3.0 billion in July to $1.6 billion in 
August. The recent numbers are as follows: 

{'billions of $; monthly average) 

EJq~orts Imports Balance 

1977 10.1 12.3 -2.2 
1978 lQ 10.3 13.5 -3.2 

2Q 11.8 14.1 -2.2 
June 12.1 13.7. -1.6 
July 11.8 14.8 -3.0 
August 12.5 14.1 -1.6 

The Augus.t balance fell back to the low level of 
June. Virtually all maj~or categories of exports were up. 
The important "machinery and transport equipment" group 
is now 26 percent above a year earlier. While• petroleum 
imports rose by $200 million, all other m·ajor import 
categories declined. 

Most forecasts of our trade balance fbr 1979 show 
an improvement. An even larger improvement in the current 
account balaace is being forecast. But until we get several 
moaths of good statistics back. to back, the exchang,e markets 
probably won't belie,ve it. (The good June number was 
fol.lowed by a very bad July.) 
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THE WHITE HOUS·E 

WASHINGTON 

MEETING WITH CONGRESSIONAL CANDIDATE, BILL FARRIS 

I. PURPOSE 

Wednesday, Sept:ember 27, 1978 
7:58 a.m. (2 minutes) 
The Oval Office 

From: Frank Moore flY\ I rJ.. 

A photo with the President 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS AND P.RESS PLAN 

A. Background: Bill Farris is the Democratic 
candidate for CongEess in the 39th District 
of California. This is the seat being vacated 
by the retirement of Republican incumbent 
Charles Wiggins. Farris, a 49 year old Orange 
·County lawyer, has run twice--losing in 1974· 
and 1976 to Wiggins. The District is the 
northwest corner of Orange County. It is a 
collection of solidly Republican suburbs. 
Farris is a clear uriderdog. 

B. Participants: The President 
Bill Farris 
Fra·nk Moore 

c.. Pres·s Plan: White House photog:rapher 

III. TALKING POINTS 

A. Usual courtesies. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON· 

September 26, 1978 

BREAKFAST WITH SPERLING BREAKFAST GROUP 

I. PURPOSE. 

State Dining Room 
Wednesday, September 27, 1978 

8:00A 

From: Jerry Rafshoon ~ 

In a previous memo you agreed to host the Godfrey Sperling 
Breakfast at the White Hous.e sometime during August or 
September. With August vacationsand the Summit this is 
the first opportunity tha.t we have had to arrange such a 
breakfast. 

II. ·BACKGROUND, PARTJ!CIPANTS, AND PRESS PLAN. 

The list of attendees is attached. This group of forty 
reporters makes up the regular Sperling group. 

In addition to a White House photographer, there will be 
a photographer that regularly photographs the Sperling 
Breakfasts. 

The official White House reporters will prepare a transcript 
of the breakfast which will be available to those who attend 
the breakfast. Any reporting on the breakfast is· embargoed 
until Thursday morning. 

III. TALKING POINTS. 

1. Polls. You don't pay any more attention to the polls 
when they are "up" than when they are "down". You do think 
it's significant (and unnoted by the press) tha.t all the 
polls were rising sharply be,fore the Camp David. announcement. 

2. Why the polls are improving. The progress on many of the 
difficult problems you tackled is just now becoming visible 
energy, civil service reform, Mid-East, etc. Perserverence 
has been the hallmark of your political career. It is now 
paying off on these tough issues. · 
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3. Your immediate plans. You'll focus on the two most 
important domestic problems: inflation and waste and 
fraud in the government. 

4. The theme of ydur Administration. You're trying to "get 
control" of. .our most serious pr()blems and to lead America 
in respon~ible action domestically and in foreign affairs. 
We have too often been irresponsible on: energy, inflation, 
the budget, nuclear proliferation, government waste, etc. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE P·RESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JERRY RAFSHOON 

ADDITIONAL POINTS TO BE MADE AT SPERLING 
BREAKFAST AN<D AT MEDIA DINNER TONIGHT 

There ~eems to be a tendency on the part of the press to 
now credit the Camp David resul.ts to every legislative 
success we are having,.; Without taking anything .away from 
the magnificent achievement of Camp David, it should be · 
noted that Civil Service Reform, Airline Deregulation, the 
natural gas compromise and the superb job· of putting the 
natur.al gas vote together, and .. the sustaining of the defense 
authorizat.ion veto, were all accomplished before the . Camp 
na:vid success. In fact, some of these thil,"lgs were. achieved 
during the time that the Camp David summit looked like a 
stalemate at best. Also, note.that some· of our notable 
foreign policy victories such as Panama, Turkish arms 
embargo, ana· the Mideast arms sale· took place weeks and 
months before Camp Davi;d. All these achievements were the 
res:ult of .well planned ·legislatj_ve lobbying and the use of 
Presidential power and pres>tige. 

See attached. 



July 16-17 economic summit in West 
Germany nith no assurance that the 
United· States would soon see even a 
mildly effective energy policy. 

Car,ter has.been forced to retreat on 
a broad tax-r.evision proposal that 
called for a 2.5-billion-dollar tax cut and 
c~1rbs on deductions that the President 
contends tmduly benefit the rich. The 
White House is expected to settle for a 
smaller reduction of about 15 billion 
and agree to more cuts going to mid­
dle~income taxpayers. 

l'\ot only has Congress balked at the 
administration's plans, but many law­
·makers ~Lre backing a cutback ii1 cap­
ital"gains taxes, a move Carter opposes. 

PolitiCians say that much of Carter's 
inability to rally the public and Con­
gress to his side can be traced to fail­
ures by \\'hite House aides to clarify 
priorities and to answer complaints 
from Capitol Hill and elsewhere. 

A case in point is the President's de­
cision last year to halt funding for a 
number of water projects he believed 
were unnecessary ... He just lumped us 
all together and fired a big salvo," com­
plains a congressional supporter of one 
project killed by Carter. "At least he 
could' have called and \Vamed us." The 
President eventually was forced to 
back dOwn and allow some of the proj­
ects to proceed. 

Similar confrontations and pullbacks 
on other issues have disappointed, if 
not alienated, some of Carter's princi" 
pal backers7 including elements of la­
bor unions, Jews, blacks:. women, 
farmers, even many residents of the 
President's native South. 

A bright future? Carter's supporters 
contend that such criticism is narrowly 
based on specific issues and that the 
President still retains \videspread back­
ing among those and other groups for 
his stands on aiding labor, protecting 
the environment, reforming the bu­
reaucracy, getting more women and 
minorities into govemment, re'l.italiz­
ing the nation's cities and impro'l.ing 
the schools. 

Despite the President's missteps so 
far, his aides insist that the future is 
bright. 

The poor ratings in the polls are 
blamed in part on \vhat the White 
House's domestic-policy chief, Stuart 
Eizenstat, describes as a "post-\Vater­
gate negativism that pervades the 
press and the public generally." 

Administration officials note that 
while Carter·s job-performance ratings 
are down, most polls still give him fair­
ly high personal ratings. 

The President, while expressing dis­
:tppointment in the polls, says:·"I could 
very well make every decision ... on 
the basis of how it would affect me in 

18-i'Jlonth Box Score 
Issue by issue, here's how well President Carter has do(le so far on important 

.goals supported by his administration-

Economic Issues 
Hold down inflation 

Cut unemployment . ' 

Adopt energy policy 

Haise farm-price supports • 

Cut iaxes . 

Reform taxes 

Balance. federal budget 

·Increase minimum wage 
. -

Pass "full employment" plan 

Raise Social Security taxes 

Contain hospital costs 

F P r oretgn OICY 

Sign strategic-arms-limitation treaty : 

Ratify Panama Canal treaties . - ~. -: .· 

Improve Soviet·American relations-
···.·.··· •· Supply arms to Arabs . .. ·' 

0 .,·. 

Reduce international• arms traffic - ' ... .--

Arrange Mideast peace treaty · -. .. ·: '· .'· ... 

lighten export controls on nuclear materials - ·' ;: : ' · 

Still 
Succeeded Failed Undecided 
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Other ::: . ' . - .··, . . .· -· .. •. . . 
-
Get government-reorganization authority ···. _..,, '5/7· . -

Reform civil service - .· ··~ 

Create Energy Department., - .. - -- ~ . -
Establish consumer~protection office · · -·· X --

Publicly finance.congressiorial elections -Revise feder~llabor laws .· .. - . •.·· 
·-,'·.··-. .. l!!ll'll • 

Set up national health insurance _. .. 
. .-:· .. Mil 

Reform welfare system gog 

Bar forced retirement: before ag& 70 "" J . :. 

Revise water policy .. , .... .· - !:all 

Improve iurban policy •· :i ~ 

lirim defense spending . ·. ' X .:· ! 

Regulate strip mining ·~. .. 

Reorganize.White House ·staff ~ ' e-

Stop production of 8-1 boniber · · · rt? 
Reduce number of federal agencies to 200 . X 
Regulate lobbyists -· taa 

Permit common•situs picketing ~ I 
Expand college student grants IWll 

Ease voter registration l::lla 

Deregulate airline industry ~ _... 

Revamp Federal Criminal Code ~ 

Allow federal•employe political. activity sra 
Enact no-fault auto insurance C'llll 

Revise laws on illegal aliens !'lt!ell 

Extend fed.eral employment and training law 020 

Create an education department .;;mr. 

Set higher ethical standards for federal employes ~ 
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Attendees for the Sperling Breakfast 

Charles Bartlett, Syndicated Columnist, Field Enterprises, Inc. 
Aldo Beckman, Bureau Chief, Chicago Tribune 
Robert Boyd, Bureau Chief, Knight Ridder Newspapers 
David Broder, Associate Editor, Washington.·· Post 
Allan Cromley, Bureau Chief, Daily Oklahoman 
John Dillin, Staff Correspondent, The Christian Science Monitor 
Ros'coe Drummond, Syndicated Columnist., Los Angeles Times Syndicate 
Richard Dudman, Bureau Chief, St. Louis Post Dispatch 
Mel Elfin, Bureau Chief, Newsweek 
Rowland Evans, Syndicated Columnist, Field Enterprises, Inc. 
Earl Foell, Managing Editor, The Christian Science Monitor 
Edward Furguson, Bureau Chief, Baltimore Sun 
Jack Germond, National Columnist, Washington Star 
Andy Glass, Bureau Chief, Cox Newspapers 
John Hughes, Editor and Manager, The Christian Science Monitor 
James Kilpatrick, Syndicated Columnist 
Ted Knap, Chief Political Writer, Scripps-Howard Newspapers 
John Kale, Bureau Chief, Milwaukee Journal 
Joseph Kraft, Syndicated Columnist, Field Enterprises, Inc. 
Joseph Lastelic, Bureau Chief, Kansas City Star 
Finlay Lewis, Bureau Chief, Minneapolis Tribune 
Mary McGrory, Syndicated Columnist .· 
Norman Miller, Bureau Chief, Wall Street Journal 
John Mashek, Associate Editor, US News and World Report 
R. Norman Matheny, Photographer, 
Jack Nelson, Bureau Chief, Los Angeles Times 
Lawrence O'Rourke, Bureau Chief, Philadelphia Bulletin 
John Osborne, The New Republic 
Patrick Oster, Bureau Chief, Chicago Sun-Times 
Dean Reed, Bureau Chief, Newhouse News Service 
James Risser, Bureau Chief., Des Moines Register 
Martin Schram, Bureau Chief, Newsday 
Hugh Sidey, Columnist, Time, Inc. 
Hedrick Smith, Bureau Chief, New York Times 
Godfrey Sperling, Bureau Chief, The Christian Science Monitor 
Lawrence Spivak, Meet the Press, Emeritus 
Richard Strout, Staff Correspondent, The Christian Science Monitor 
Jerald terHorst, National Columnist, Detroit News 
Robert Thompson, Bureau Chief, Hearst Newspapers 
James Weighart, Bureau Chief, New York Daily News 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78 

Jody Powell 
The attached was returned in 
the President's outbox: It is 
forwarded to you for appropriate 

hand~ing. 

Rick Hutcheson 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78 
7:25 a.m. 

Landon Butler just brought 
this by. He said h~'ll be 
in Secretary Marshall's 
office if you have any 
questions. 

(f.y.i., Marshall called 
you yesterday; you have not 
returned his call) 

--sse 

(note, please read prior 
to Sperling Breakfast) 
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THE WHITE HOI:JSE 

WASHINGTON 

Wednesday morning 

.Mr. President.: 

Attached is a report to you by 
Ray Marshall on the status to th.e 
rail strike. You may want to read 
this before your Sperling breakfast 
this morning. 

Note that Ray will announce at: t 
11 o'clock this morning that the 
parties will res,ume bargaining at 
noon under the supervision on a 
mediator. 

If asked about the rail strike at 
breakfast, I suggest that you simply 
say that Ray is in close touch with 
the parties, that he is keeping you 
in..formed, and that you understand 
that he may have an announcement to 
make late t:hismorning. 

Ray mentions in his memo the possibilit~ 
that legisla·t·ion may be required. I 
don't think you should mention that 
at. breakfast. Stu, Charlie and I 
are meeting with Ray at 8 o·' clock 
~~ng to discuss this further. 

Landon 
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'"' Presentm•~~ P•~,w~!' 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTO.N 

September 26, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: SECRETARY OF LABOR, Ray Marshall~ 
SUBJECT: Current Status of Rail Strike 

c ----
As I reported to you briefly last Friday, the labor 
dispute be.tween the Norfolk and Wes.tern Railroad (N&W) 
and the Brothe.rhood of Railway and Airline Clerks 
(BRAC) is rapidly becoming a na.tional matter. 

This morning BRAC significantly escalated the dispute 
by picketing 23 other railhroad:s (see attachment I) . 
wh.:lch have interchange points with the N:&W. Best esti­
mates indicate that. this has ·severely curtailed rail 
service (freight, passenger and commuter) in the Midwest 
and the East, and has affected a few lines in the Far 
West and the South. Outside of the Boston-to-Wa•shington 
corridor, AMTRAK has cancelled virtually all of its · 
trains. A list .of affected railroads is attached. This 
l.ist has been updated and a total number of railroads 
down or partially down is indicated in the BRAC press 
release also attached. (Attachment II) 

The strike against the N&W began in early July and was 
expected to be confined to that railroad. However, it 
was recently discovered that the N&W had little motive 
to settle because it is receiving $'800,0'00 a day from a 
strike insurance pact to which 73 other railroads con­
tribute. Last week BRAC began picke.ting several of the 
railroads that contribute to the mutual aid pact and 
have interchanges with the N&W. Later in the week, 
however, any new ,picketing was temporarily enjoined by 
a decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals. On Frid'ay, 
Chief Justice Burger agreed to extend this temporary 
injunction for a few mo·re days, thus containing the 
strike. However, today, in a surprise move, the Supreme 
Court lifted this injunction, thus permi t.ting BRAC to 
strike any of the railroads that participate in the 
strike insurance agreement or have an interchange with 
the N&W. 
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The legal situation surrounding this strike has be·en 
muddy. BRAC escalated the strike today, prior to the 
Supreme·Court· lifting the injunction. However, BRAC 
may have felt that their action today was legally 
justifiable. · 

The situation is complicated by two other factors. 
Fred Kroll, the President of BRAC, was not elected to 
that post. His term o.f .office is up in March 1979, and 
he is running for another term. He needs to demonstrate 
strong leadership to his members. Moreover, . the discovery 
of the strike insurance' pact has rendered strikes a.gainst 
individual railroads virtually ineffective.. This has · 
prompted BRAC's efforts· to escalate the strike. 

Over the· las,t few weeks, I have been in regular ·contact . 
with the members of the National Mediation Board. The 
Board has been unsuccessful in its efforts to mediate 
the strike and, under the provisions of the Railway 
Labor Act., released the parties from its supervision. 
Last week, I also met with F:r:;ed -Kroll, the President of 
BRAC. I have also disc:assed the strike with Governor 
Jay Rockefeller, who had tried to mediate the strike 
because of its e.ffect. on West Virginia. Yesterday, I 
discussed the problem with Brock Adams. Today, I have 
already met with Chuck Hopkins, the chairman·of the 
National Railway Labor Conference, which is the umbrella­
group of railroad management. Later .today, I will be · 

·meeting again w.ith Fred Kroll of BRAC anqt Al Chesser, the 
head of the United Transportation Union,, who is one of 
the mo.st respected railway labor leaders. 

The assessment of .everyone involved in the dispute is that 
the strike against the N&W revolves around two key issues: 
automation and employee protection. Normally, these are 
the kind of issues that can be resolved through collective 
bargaining. But the· controversy has expanded well beyond 
what might have been expected given the issues in dispute. 
The N&W has taken a hardline position because i.t does not 
want to set a precedent·on these issues for other southern 
railroads. Mor.eover, for their own internal reasons, they 
seem determined to fight it out with BRAC. · 
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Wit.h the· absence of government intervention, it appears 
quite likely that· the strikep. will continue at its new 
escalated level. The Departme·nt of Transportation will 
give me regular and independent assessments of the 
effects o~ the st~ike. 

COURSE OF ACTION 

This evening, I got both parties to agree to begin 24· 
hours of intensive bargaining starting at noon on 
Wednesday. This renewed bargaining will be with the 
assistance.of Jim Reynolds, a former Under Secretary of 
Labor, who will serve as mediator. 

While I will not directlyparticipate in the negotiations, 
the bargaining sessions will be held at the Labor.Depart­
ment. I intend to publicly announce this resumption of 
bargaining at an eleven o'clock press· conference. tomorrow 
morning • 

. If these renewed ne.go.tiations fail to produce a resolution 
to this dispute by noon on Thursday, . I would then recommend 
that you seek legislation to end this strike. 

Attachments 
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ATTACHMENT I 

RAILROADS AFFECTED BY THE RAIL ST·RIKE 

Our reports indicate that the following railroads 
stopped: 

Illinois Central Gulf 
southern 
.Louisville and Nashville 
_Chesapeake and Ohio 
Elgin, Joliet and Eastern 
Kentudky and Indiana Terminal 
Bessemer and Lake Erie · 
Chicago and Nar·thwestern 
Belt Railway of Chicago 
Amtrack (except Boston to Washington and 

Boston to Chicago) 

These are the railroads that are partially down: 

Milwauke·e Railroad at Milwaukee, Chicago 
and Sea ttl.e 

Union Pacific at Omaha 
Santa Fe at Chicago 
Cotton Belt at St. Louis 
Burlington Northern at Seattle, Chicago, St. 

Paul and Ottumwa, Iowa 
Missouri, Kansas, Texas at St. Louis and 

Houston 
Indiana Harbor Belt at Chicago 
Pittsburg and Lake Erie at Youngs·town 
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BROTHERH0QD 0(~11:\YAY, AIRUNE AND STEAMSHIP CLERKS, FREIG~T HANPlE~S/EXI;RESS: AND· STATI0N .EMPLOYEE~, AFL·CI(), CLC 

. , .. ',;:,', ,·, 6300 River Road, Rosemont, Illinois 6001S· .. T:eleph~~e3i2/~~2-1711 · ·- ·· . . 
Washington, D.C. Office: 815 16th Street, N.Wi2QP()6•·T~Iephone 2Q2/783•~660 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE· 
SEP.TEMBER 26, 1.978 

· --BRAC PRES· .o KROLL ISSUES STATEMENT' 

. CONCERN·ING P·ICKETING OF · 43 RAILROADS 

WASHINGTON: Pres·ident Fred J. Kroll o-f the Brotherhood 
of Rallway. & Airline ·Clerks, AFL-CIO, today issued the 
following statement: 

"Striking members of the Brotherhood of Railway & 

Airline Clerks at the Norfolk & Western Railway ·this 

morning have begun to picket 43 rai·lroads throughout the 

country which interchange equipment, services a·nd super-

visory personnel with the strike..:bound N_ ·& w. 

"We are taking this action in order _t·o bring: increasing 

pressure on the N & W to start negot;i.ating a settlement 

in good fai.th and with a sense of realism that so far has 

been lacking from the offers of the management negotiators. 

"BRAC expresses its regret to the' public and to· 'the 

business and agricultural conununities whi.ch use the r'~il-

roads for shipping. merchandise. We 't,66k this ~~ep only 

because the N & w has mainta-±ned an aloof and . arrogant· 

position throughou·t the entire negotiating period. we 

(more) 

Fleisher,, ZQn & Anderson; I ric. ~-
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hope that 'pUblic protest may lead it ·to a. cbmmon s.ense 
decision to. negotia:te with BRAC on the issues. 

11 The issues involved are simple. They relat.e to a 
large number of j1obs which on mos;t railroads are ava.ilable 
to BRAC members on a seniority basis, but which.are ex­
cluded from the seniority provisions on the Norfolk and 
Western. We are .s~eking protection for our people whose 
jobs are abolished ·or are affected by job abolition. The 
employes' protectiv.e cc:mditions ... th.at we a·re seeking 
presently~exist on many other railroads and are not new 
or novel in the railroad industry. 

11 The strike at .. the_ N & . W, therefore, is designe¢1. to: .. 
help our people catch up with standards a:t ·Other railway~:?J. _;_ 
not to pioneer new ground. 

11 0Ur ca.use is to help people, and we sha.ll per-severe 
until our goal is achieve4 .• " 

. T~e r_~ilroad~ affect.ed by todays actipn are: 

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe 
Baltimore & Ohio (limited) 
Ba 1 timor.e &, Ohio Chicago Termina 1 
Belt Railway of Chicago 
Bessemer & Lake Erie 
B-urlington Northern 
Chesapeake & Ohio 
Chicago & Eas.tern Illinois 
Chic:ago & Illinois.Mid!land 
Chicago & Illinois Western 
Chicago Milwaukee & St. Paul 
Chicago & Northwestern 
Chicag,o Produc.e. Terminal 

· Chicag·o· South Shore & South Bend 
Chicago, West Pullmc:m & Southern 
Chicag.o & Western Indiana 
Clinc}?.:field (in Tennessee.).· . 
Des Moines· union · · -
Det~oit Terminal 
Detroit Toledo & Ironton 
Detroit&. Toledo·Bhore Line 
Elgin Joliet & Eastern 

"" . 

•'.! 

' '·· 
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Grand Trunk & Western 
I.llinois Centra 1 & Gulf 
Il.linois Termina.l 
Indian Harbor 
Kansas City Southern 
Louisville & Nashville 
Michigan State I.,ine (Ann Arbor) 
Missouri Kansas & Topeka. 
MissourL Pacific 
Monon 
Norfolk & Southern 
Peoria Terminal Co. 
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie 
River Teminal 
St .• Louis & San Fr.ancis.co 
St.. Louis Southwestern 
Seaboard Coast Line 
Soo ·.Line 
S.outhern 
Union Pacific 
Western Maryland (limited} 

### 
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THE WHITE HOUS·E 

WASHI·NGTON 

September 26, 1978 

MEETING WITH REP. PHIL BURTON (D-6-California) 
Wednesday, September 27, 1978 
9:15a.m. (15 minutes) 
The Oval Office J 
From.: Frank Moore}. rr'·}l' 

I.. PURPOSE 

To. encourage him to continue working· actively with our 
friends on the Hil1 to sustain the veto he anticipates 
on the Public Works Appropriations .bill (water p-rojects). 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS, AND PRESS PLAN 

Background: Phil will actively work to sustain the 
veto; especially if Jim Wright lead_s the fight to 
override. 

Participants: The President, Rep. Burton, Firank Moore, 
Bill Cable, and Jim Free. 

Press Plan: Whit·e House Photographer. 

III. TALKING POINTS 

1. He should be thanked for his invaluable support on the 
carrier veto override which he viewed as a major effort 
on his part and an indirect confrontation with Jim 
Wright. 

2. He is planning to escalate his opposition to Jim Wright 
using the Public Works hill as a vehic·le and it is our 
judgment tha•t he plans to carry on his attack against 
Wright using the energy bill as a final victory. 

3. Explain to him that you l!lnderstand that he is commi t.ted 
to work against you on passag.e of the gas bill in the 
House and that you hope he will recognize that this 
is going to be a close call and hope he wil.l give you 
the benef:it of the doubt. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

9/27/78 

Frank Moore 

The a.ttached were returned in 
the President's outbox today and 
is forwarded to you for your 
information. 

Rick Hutcheson 



FOR STAFFING 
FOR INFORMATION 

tl/ r- FROM PRESIDENT'S OUTBOX 
LOG IN/TO PRESIDENT TODAY 
IMMEDIATE TURNAROUND 
NO DEADLINE 
LAST DAY FOR ACTION 

ADMIN CONFIDENTIAL 
CONFIDENTIAL 
SECRET 
EYES ONLY 

V.lC.I:!: PRESIDENT ARAGON 
JORDAN BUTLER 
EIZENSTAT H. CARTER 
KRAFT CLOUGH 
LIPSHUTZ CRUIKSHANK 

/ MOORE FALLOWS 
POWELL FIRST LADY 
RAFSHOON GAMMILL 
WATSON HARDEN 
WEXLER HUTCHESON 
BRZEZINSKI LINDER 

·MCINTYRE MARTIN 
SCHULTZE MOE 

PETERSON 
PETTIGREW 

ADAMS PRESS 
ANDRUS SANDERS 
BELL VOORDE 
BERGLAND WARREN 
BLUMENTHAL WISE 
BROWN 
CALIFANO 
HAKK.::i 

KREPS 
MARSHALL 
SCHLESINGER 
STRAUSS 
VANCE 
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JIM WRIGHT 

"FEXAS 

CONGRESS OF THE U·NITED STATES 

H.OtJSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

OF"F.I.CE OF" THE MA.JORITY LEADER 

WASHINGTON, D.C.20SIS 

Dear Nr. President: 

9/26/78 

This is just a personal note. 
It has to do Hith the Enerey bill, and 
priation. They are inter-related. 

I 1m typing it myself. 
the Public Works Appro-

Whether you realize it or nqt, Tip and l have almost 
as profound an involvement in the enactment -of an energy program 
as you. I feel that I had more than a little to do td.th the 
bill's passage in the House. last year. Whatever happens on the 
water bill, I'm personally committed to do everything in JW power 
to pass the ener.gy package. 'l:he country needs it. 

As of this afternoon's accounting there are more than 
80 House Democrats l-7ho still list themselves as "undecided" on 
Energy. Others say they are 11leaning11 pro or con. The issue is 
far from resolved. It will not be easy by any means. 

The point of this message is that what you do on the 
"t.Jater bill could have a serious -- perhaps even decisive -- e-ffect 
upon our chances to adopt the Energy package. A veto of Public 
Works t,zou.lcl, in my o,pinion, P.lace the energy bill in considerably 
greater jeopardy than it is ~t the momento 

It is my guess· that,, with a big effort on your part, a 
veto might be sustained, barely -- al,thought 1 along with several: 
others in the House leadership would have to be on the other side, 
using up time and energy that I'd much rather be devoting to our 
common pur-suits. But, ironically, a veto sustained would be far 
more. injurious to the energy bill's prospects than one overriden • 
'Ibis because of the .perhaps understandable bitterness whmch it 
would engender among many .of my colleagues. 

That, in my best judgment, is the crux of the mattero 
It is a question of relative national priorities, and the decision 
must be yours·. Kno1·ling your personal predilections on the water 
subject, !J!~ct it is a hard one for you. ln my view, it's a 
. • 1'\et'l.. ·• JIC.Ms hght )'QU Reeff, and one which the nation itself can ill afford 
at this time. 

Sincerely, 

(·. 

·.•:·· 
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TO: 

RECOMMENDED BY: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUNE> :. 

TOPICS OF 
DISCUSSION.: 

I 

THE: WH I TE: H 0 USE: 

WASHINGTON 

September 14, 1978 

CONGRESSIONAL TELEPHONE CALLS 

Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 

~7_, 
. / ~J 

Mo Udall (D-Ar1z. 2) . ,-~ 
Ed Derwinski (R-Ill. 4) 
Bill Ford (D-Mich. 15) 

As. soon as po,~~~ble. C /~ 
Terry Straub 'I yt.JI) ~/. 
To congratulate these congressmen and 
tt.lank them for their help on the Civil 
Service Reform bill. 

While you talked with Reps. Udall and Derwinski 
briefly yesterday, private calls to each of 
these Members are recommended. Rep. Ford was 
most responsible for getting the Rill Clay 
problem in hand. He also took the lead on 
Title VII and was a very constructive force. 
All three of these Members will serve on the 
confe.rence committee. 

I • REP . MO UDALL 

1. Congratulations on your s;uccess. 

2. Thank you for steering this legislation 
through very difficult waters and holding 
everything together. The compromise 
which you affected is a good one. 

3. I am looking forward to working with 
you while this legislation is in 
conference and urge you to keep the 
process moving until all differences are 
resolved. 

·_-_,._.-... _. 

/ 
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II. REP. ED DERWINSKI 

1. Congratulations on your success. 

2. Thank you for holding the Republican 
side and keeping a bipartisan flavor 
in the debate. 

3. I am looking forward to working with 
you while this legislation is in 
conference and urge you to keep the 
process moving until all differences are 
resolved. 

III. REP. BILL FORD 

1. Congratulations on your success. 

2. Thank you for your efforts in working 
out the problems involved in clearing 
the way for passage of this legislation 
and taking the lead on Title VII. 

3. I am looking forward to working with 
you while this legislation is in 
conference and urge you to keep the 
process moving until all differences are 
resolved. 

Date of submission: September 14, 1978 
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THE WHITE HOU'SE 

WASH I N.GTON 
September 26, 1978 

MEETING WITH MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE ON THE FY 1979 

I. PURPOSE 

PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS BILL 
Wednesday, September 27, 1978 
9:20 a .. m. ( 15 minutes') 
The Ca•binet Room 

From: Frank Moore ?~fl.f. 

To solicit active support from these Members of Congress 
in sustaining a possibl:e veto of this bill .. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN 

Background: Anne Wexler will open the meeting. and 
pass out briefing packets to each Member in attendance. 

Jim Mcintyre will then present a general summary of 
the Administration's objections to this bill. 

Chairman Schutlze will discuss the inflationary aspects 
of the bill. 

You and Rep. Phil Burton will arrive at the meeting 

-

and after your departure, Secretary Andrus and Secretary 
Alexander will continue the briefing.· 

Participants: See attached list. 

Pres's Plan: White House photographer only. 

III. TALK:ENG POINTS 

My major objections.to the Appropriations B.ill: 

--.Six projects terminated after the difficult battle 
and compromise la.st year are reins·tated in this bill. 
The Administration carefully s,tudied these projects 
and although I agreed to let a number of other unsound 
projects proceed, I cannot accept the reinstatement 
of these six: 



Yatesville 
Lukfata 
Bayou Bodcau 
Narrows 
Savery-Pot 
Hook 
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(Kentucky} 
(Oklahoma} 

(Louisiana} 
(Colorado} 

(Colorado} 

Fruitland Mesa (Colorado} 

(Perkins D-Ky} 
(Watkins D-Ok} 
(Long D-La, Waggonner D-La} 
(Evans D~Col, Johnson R-La} 

(Evans D-Col, Johnson R-La, 
Roncalio D-Wyo} 

(Evans D-Col, Johnson R-Col} 

--I cannot even accept "study" money for these projects. No 
amount of additional study will make these projects acceptable. 

--Although I proposed 26 new water projects, the bill not only 
funds these but includes 27 additional projects. The 27 include 
projects which have not been fully planned. Some have not met 
legal requirements; some are economically or environmentally 
unsound: some are low priorities we simply can't support in a 
tight year (recreational boat harbors, for example}. 

--In all, they cost $1.2 BILLION more than our request for 26 
projects. I know some Members of the Committee feel that my 
proposals were too late for their consideration. However, there 
has been ample time since my water policy message in early June 
for modifications in this bill and the real issue is the quality 
and readiness of these projects. 

--The bill mandates the addition of 2300 employees to the Corps 
of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. We can't hold back the 
growth of bureaucracy with such requirements. 

--The bill deletes funding for the Water Resources Council (only 
$1.3 million}. While I'm aware that the Water Resources Council 
has been criticized for inaction in the past., I've given them 
important new assignments to help assure consistency and coordina­
tion. This will help the water resource program, not hurt it. 

--The bill doesn't use the "full funding" approach for new starts. 
This is a business-like procedure which is very important to me. 
I proposed 26 new starts this year by requesting their full cost, 
including inflation ($604 million}. Yet this bill funds 53 new 
projects costing $1.8 BILLION with an appropriation of only $104 
million. 
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--I'm not anti-water projects. I support ongoing con­
struction on water projects costing a total of $35 BILLION. 
My FY 1979 request for water projects is $2.5 BILLION. I 
am the first President in four years to propose new water 
project starts. I compromised last year and accepted a 
number of projects I personally did not believe should 
be built. 

--I need your help in sustaining this possible veto, and 
I commit the complete effort of The White House in this 
fight. 



PARTICIPANTS 

Briefing on Public Works Bill 

The President 
James T. Mcintyre - Director of the Office of Management 

& Budget 
Charles L. Schultze - Chairman of the Council of Economic 

Advisers 
Cecil D. Andrus Secretary of the Interior 
Clifford Alexander - Secretary of the Army 
Anne Wexler - Assistant to the President 

Frank Moore 
Jim Free 

The followling Members of the u. s. House of Representatives: 

BEDELL, Berkley 
BEILENSON, Anthony 
BLANCHARD, James 
BOLLING, Richard 
BONIOR, David 
BRADEMAS, John 
BRODHEAD, William 
CORNELL, Robert 
DERRICK, Butler 
DODD, Christopher 
DOWNEY, Thomas 
EDGAR, Robert 
FRASER, Donald 
GEPHARDT, Richard 
GUDGER, Lamar 
HARKIN, Tom 
HOLTZMAN, Elizabeth 
KOSTMAYER, Peter 
LEHMAN, William 
MCGUIRE, Andy 
METCALFE, Ralph 
MIKVA, Abner 
MOFFETT, Toby 
NOLAN, Richard 
PREYER, Richardson 
REUSS, Henry 
SCHROEDER, Patricia 
SEIBERLING, John 
SHARP I Philip 

SIMON, Paul 
SOLARZ, Stephen 
VANIK, Charles 
WAXMAN, Henry 
WEAVER, James 
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MEMORANDUM 

TH'E WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM GRETCHEN POSTON + 
nATE: 26 Sep.tember 1978 

SUBJECT: RECEPT.ION FOE JAYCEES 
2 7 Septembe>r 19 7 8 

l: 30 P.M. Guests arrive East Gate, and proceed to Ramily 'Iheater to be 
seated. 

2.: 45 P .H. 'Ihe PRESIDENT arrives Familly 'Iheater - enters at door near 
screen area - and continues to stand-.,up mike. 

3::.00 P.M. 

3:30 P.M. 

The PRESIDENT'S remarks. 

'Ihe PRESIDENT departs Family Theater, into East Colonnade for 
receiving line, and individual color photogrnphs. 

(Guests to depart Family 'Iheater from screen 
area, through receiving line,, and into East 
Garden Room area for refreshnents. ): 

'Ihe PRESIDENT departs· East ,Wing. 

All guests depart Iesidence. via East Gate. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS HI N'GTON. 

September 25, 1978 

MEETING WITH U·. S, JAYGEES 
Wednesday, Sep,tember 27 
2 :J;ff'" p.m. (15· minutes) 
Diplomatic Receptilion Room 

From: HamHton Jordan 7V 
Anne Wexler~~· 

I. PURPOSE 

To thank the Jaycees for their endorsement of the anti­
inflat·ion program, to seek further support of o.ther 
Administration programs and to pose for individual 
photographs. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN 

A. Background: The Jaycees have ea:rlier endo·rsed the anti­
inflation pilau (see• attached). Prior to your arrival, 
they will have been br.iefed· by W. Bowman Cutter, Executive 
Associate Director for Budget, Office of Management and 
Budget, on public wo.rks and: inflation, and John O'Leary, 
Deputy Secre,tary, Department of Kner.gy, on energy. Upon 
conclusion of your remarks·, an individual photograph will 
be taken with each of the members. One picture, accompanied 
by a news release, will be sent by each Jaycee to their 
state Jaycee newslet.ter, to the major newspaper in their 
respective state, their hometown newspaper, as well as 

·television and radio stations, Associated Press, United 
Pres•s :£international, and o·ther publications of other 
organizations to which they belong. 

·B. Participants: The 51 State Jaycee Presidents• (includes 
Washington, B.C.) plus .the 2Q,...member Executive Committee. 

C. Press Plan: Press photo opportunity. 

III. TALKING POINTS 

1.. As prepared. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 26, 1978 

FROM: JIM FALLOWS, JERRY DOOLITT~ MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Talking Points for Jaycee Reception 

1. I don't believe I've ever been outnumbered 51 to 1 by 

presidents before. Fifty-two to 1, counting Judy Ettinger 

(Note: President of the Jaycee's women's auxiliary, the 

Jaycettes) . Welcome to all of you, and to your national 

officers as well. 

2. You're in constant touch with 386,000 young men between 

18 and 35 in your 9,000 local Jaycee chapters, and I see 

by your choice of a theme for this week's Washington 

seminar that we've both been hearing the same thing from 

our constituents: concern for the country's economic mood. 

3. Inflation can only end if all of us -- in business and 

the professions, and labor and in government -- are ready 

to make thousands of small but tough decisions, every day. 

But if we make those personal economic decisions on the 

assumption that inflation will continue, our prophecy will 

fulfill itself. 
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rknow that you have already been briefed today on many of 

the inflation~ry problems presented by legislation, like the 

public works bill. Your cooperation will be needed if we 

are to succeed in keeping the budget in line. 

4. I have done what I can in the government sector to see 

that we break that cycle. I am holding raises for government 

workers to 5.5% this year, and I am making good progress in 

cutting down our buc:lget deficits. 

5. Our imbalance of trade should improve once we have a 

comprehensive national ene~gy prog,ram in place. With the 

Senate's vote on natural gas this afternoon, I am happy 

to report that we are well along the way to having a sound 

national energy program. I know that many of you :c'are already 

doing your part through the more than 500 .Jaycee-sponsored 

energy conservation and education programs. Those efforts 

are needed, and I encourage all of you to have your Chapters 

become active in these kinds of educational programs. 

6. These programs are so important because government can 

only solve part of our basic problems. The rest is up to 

people like you community and professional leaders who can 

set an example which others will follow. If that example is 

one of selflessness and restraint, we can solve our energy 

problem and slow down the inflation that eats at our salaries, 

our savings, and the strength of our dollar abroad. 
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7. If you do not mind, I would.like to have a picture taken 

with each of you. 



.. 

ICCllllt:: -
Beahon, Michael Lewi.s 
Bechtol, James Terryl 
Benedeck, AJ a'n · 
Besozzi , Thoma's Eugene 
Brandt, Benjamin Robert 
Bra.nnon, Jr., Leonard Dbu9las 
Brumett, WUl i'am Allen 
Bunker,_ Gary · f4. 
Burley, Davtn Eugene 
Butler, Ted Nile . 

·Caldwell, ·Dar\'iin .E. 
Cannaday, f4ichae,l ~~ayne 
Ca.rl ock, Dona 1 d tee 

· Cecil, Charles Nkha·eT 
Cockri·el , Stephen Eugent. 
Cox, James ·C., Jr. 
Eckert, d'ames RusseB 
Emmons, Jer.ry (Ni-ck} :l:.yn 
Erickson, Rtchard E. 
:Etti,nger (,nee 'Brown) Judith Ali .. 
Flentg.e, Cecil -Ro.l and 
Garrow, Gilbert Lee 
George, Robert Kalah 
Gla.ndt, Or. Robert Chri.s 
Gt~o·eschner, Dona 1 d Louis 
Hartfield, George Don 
Herring, J. Harold, Jr. 
Hoffman, Norman \~i 1 son 
Ingram, Robert Dewey 
Ishi.hara-, Wayne Toshimi 
Jaekl e , Ja•ck 
Japi nos'ki, ~r. ,. Theodore Ar.thony 
Jessup, Curtis Martin 
Johanne~, James Mtchael 
Kennedy, Barry Lynn 
Kennedy, Diane 
Kenney , Jerome F. --
Kenyon, Robert Lowell 
Ki 1 burg;, .oean Joseph 
Lamoureaux, Louis H. 
LeBlanc, f·1tke WaY:ne 
Lee~.· Jeff . 
LynC!h, H~ cl!ae 1 Joseph 
Marinelli , Jdhn 

· Mehlh~ff, Leslie L 
Hoare) Gary L. . 
Moore, Jr., James Woodard 
.Nehrbass, J'ames ATan , 
Pasc:a.re·lli, E!dwa:rd Peter 
Pl i er, Ro:bert Edwi'n 
Po.rter-, \~Uliam S. 
:Pow.ell, Dean Haley 
Price, S. Kent 
Rabtnson, Michael Joseph 

·. 

Date & Pl a'ce ,of Birth 

8/24/43 .- Rochester, ·NY 
5/l /45 '- Diloxi, f4S 

4/14/42 - Berwyn, It 
8/24/44 - Denni,son, OH 
l0/2l/44 - · Hers1hey, PA 
3/31/44 - Na·shv.ille, TN 
7/23/47 - Lonoke,, Ark.. 
9/7/46 -.Orange, CA 
12/20/48 - Broc·kport,. NY 
l/26/ 4 7 - _ Fayette co,. ,. Al a bama 
9/3/46 - Haul ton, f·1E. 
1.2/3/47 - t-1art1nsvill'e, VA 
l/13/48 - Counct, lD 
4/15/47 - Lebanon, KY 
6/8/48 - Long Beach, CA 
12/18/42 - Hartsville, SC 
l/l4/43 - Lock Haven~ PA 
8/l/4.3 - Selmer, TN 
4/5/45 - Hi lli ng,s, MT 
6/11/43 - Detroit, ~1I 
7/8/44 - Hercedes, TX 
2/26/47 - New London, WI 
12/19/49 - Roanoke, VA 
l/4/47 - Scottsbluff, NE 
2/18/43 -Norwalk, CT 
7/4/46 - Columbia, MS 
1/4/48- North Carolina 
12/5/42- Chicago, IL J 

3/14/48 - HcComb, f·IS 
10/14/46 - Kula, Ma:ui, HI 

9/7/43 - Canon City, CO 
7/25/43 - Connersville, IN 
4/17/45 - Scottsbluff, NE 
7/7/46 - Falls City, NE 

3/1 0/4~ - tseatn ce, Nt. 

6/29/26 ·- New York, NY 
7/26/43 - Kl ama.th Fa 11 s, OR 
3n:S/49 - Bellevue, tA 
8/26/45 - Woo-nsocket, RI 
7/.9/48.- Ka·.nsa·s City, f40 
JJ/J.tf/S"O ,.. J./qJRrl~, Cou.~ 1 5.( • 
5/l I 44 - Boston,, t·1A , 
6/22/45 - Philadelphia, PA 
l/14/49 - Sc:ot~\and, SO 
9/24/49 - ~toreAc:i , AZ 
12/2/46 - Tahoka, TX 
7/9/44 - 'West Bend, WI 
6/15/45 - Hempstead,, NY 
4/8/47 - 'Port \~as:hi ngton,, HI 
12/1/43' - Tacoma, HA 
9/13/47 - Pri'nceton, :t10 
1:2/9/415 -:New Martinsville., WV 
8/17/47 -Detroit, ~11 



Romano, Randolph, Hol~mes 
Rushton, Robert Archie 
Senjem, David H. 
Shelden, Fints Junior 
Silhacek, Edward James 
Spaulding, Bruce Marvi.n 
Taschner, LeRoy G. 
Varnadore, Donald Gene 
Vining, Robert Lyle 
l-.'a 1 ker, ..Stewart lee 
~alsh, .Patrick William 
Heable, Larry D. 
W~aks, Gary L. 
Wells, John She!l by 
_Hest, M·ichael .Kenneth: 
-~·!heeler, E. Leo.n 
~all i ams, Roger ·Courtland 
Hilson, Elvis D. 
¥;oo da rd, Robert Lewis 
Zacharias~ Vaughn Curtis 
Ziebell ,.Frank 

-, 

1/25/43 - Framtngham, .HA 
·7/6/4'4 -Dexter, GA 
12/20/42 - Austin, MN 
11/14/47 1 Waynesville, }10 
10/2/45 - Decorah, IA 
9/18/42 - Waterbury, VT 
8/4/46 - South St. Paul, f'1N 
3/7/47 - San Angelo, TX 
3/16/47 - Perrinton, f1I 
4/4/48 - Spanish Fork, UT 
ll/13/46 -Olean, NY 
9/10/47 - Leon, IA 
9/13/45 - Dayton, OH 
9/26/44 - .Nashville, TN 
6/7/45 - Washington, D.Ca 
li0/23/"45 - Atlanta, GA 
6/11/44 -Atlanta, GA 
4/17/44 - Sr1eet\-1ater, TX 
9/11/46 - Portsmouth., VA 
9/1'8/51' - Va 11 ey City, ND 
4/4/42 - Dayton, OH 

~£~®~~ii®Wt&t~~c C(})~ i'lil!Ji(ff~ 

f@' ~,,;\'{l.·lf;Pt;:~~.:)':'ll ~~~n·~x,;:: ;:J, 

\ 
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• I. 

:;?SOLUTION ON VOLUNTARY HAGE AND PRICE GUIDELINES 

WHEREAS, inflation today poses one of the greatest thre.;~.ts to che 

economic well-bein~ of the nation, and 

wn.ERE..l!..S, the current Administration has devised a comprehensive 

i 

and thoughtful program to be pursued by government, business and 

labor, by voluntary cooperatj3n, and 

WHERE,AS, voluntary compliance with needed economic restraints is 

an obligation of all who believe in a strong America; 
. . 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the leadersh,j,p of 'the United States 

jaycees Endorse President C<:trter's positio~ on voluntary wage and 

price guidelines, and call specific attention to these areas: 

To restrict price increases for calendar year 1978 below the 

annual average increases from December, 1975 to December, 1977; 

to hoid executive salary increases below 5 percent for the calendar 

year i978 or on a twelv:e month basis; and 

to hold average annual increases in total compensation over the 

life of a newagreem~pt to significantly less than the average 

under the existing agreement. 

............ 

r::c.-::7 .. :::: 
t----------­
~---········ 
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